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There are innumerable battles yet to be fought for the nght 

. and those who shall hereafter go forth to defend the 
righteous cause, no matter at what cost or with what disparity 
of numbers, cannot fail to gain strength and inspiration from an 
intelligent acquaintance with the means and methods used in the 
Anti-Slavery movement. 


—William Lloyd Garrison to Edmund Quincy and others, 
17 March 1873, in W. P. Garnson and F. J. Garrison, 
Garrison, 4:258 
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Introduction 


In the first six decades of the nineteenth century, the malignancy of 
slavery affected every facet of life in the United States. Constant ferment 
marked its existence; countervailing forces were finally sufficiently po- 
tent to overcome it, but only after a fierce war had taken hundreds of 
thousands of lives and the survival of the Republic had been in doubt. 

Leading the momentous struggle against slavery, informing it, inspir- 
ing it, was the Abolitionist movement—the second successful revolution- 
ary movement in the history of the United States. 

The bulk of the vast literature on Abolitionism treats it as simply one 
of numerous reform movements of the pre—Civil War era; in this sense 
the literature ignores the question of its revolutionary character. Occa- 
sionally, however, one will find the same historian both denying and af- 
firming that it was revolutionary. An example is David Brion Davis, 
writing in the textbook, The Great Republic. On one page he writes, “Nor 
could abolitionists think of themselves as revolutionaries; by historical 
definition, the evangelical conscience was an antidote to revolution’— 
which would have surprised David Walker and other outstanding Aboli- 
tionists such as William Lloyd Garrison, Wendell Phillips, Frederick 
Douglass, and Lydia Maria Child, not to mention John Brown. Then on a 
later page Davis observes that the Abolitionists had “a revolutionary pur- 
pose—a purpose that threatened one of the nation’s chief capital invest- 
ments as well as a national system for racial control.”! 

The fact is that many, perhaps most, of the Abolitionists were revo- 
lutionists in their own minds, and the movement as a whole was a revo- 
lutionary one in every respect. Lewis Perry has taken essentially this 
position regarding the left wing of Abolitionism. Its adherents, he re- 
marks, “would usually have agreed that the abolition of slavery presup- 
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posed a revolution in power relationships in America,” and says later, 
“The institution of slavery was a major component of the social order in 
the United States, and to attack slavery was inescapably to call for ex- 
tensive social change.” 

Among the “classical” historians, one sometimes finds an appreciation 
of the revolutionary quality of Abolitionism. For example, James Ford 
Rhodes, himself a teenager at the time of the Civil War, comments that 
“merchants, manufacturers, and capitalists were against the movement, 
for trade with the South was important.” He adds that though those who 
founded the American Anti-Slavery Society in 1833 were “of good char- 
acter, pure morals, and . . . law-abiding,” still their meeting “was re- 
garded by all Southern people, and by nearly all at the North, in much 
the same way as we should now look upon an assemblage of anarchists. ”* 

The term revolutionary movement is used in this work in its precise 
sense. That is, the the Abolitionists sought the uncompensated emancipa- 
tion, at_once, of the slaves. This meant the confiscation of billions of 
dollars worth of private property, the ownership of which constituted the 
power of, and defined the nature of, the slave-owning class, which pre- 
dominated in the South and nationally, in the latter case until the mid- 
1850s. It was the ruling class. In its ownership of the slaves, the best 
land, the animals and tools to make that land productive, and the crops 
thereby realized, the slaveholding class possessed wealth far in excess 
of any other property-owning class prior to the Civil War. Fundamentally 
because of this economic dominance, slaveholders controlled both polit- 
ical parties—usually favoring one, but dominating the other, too. It also 


controlled thereby the executive, legislative, and judicial arms of the fed-,. 


eral government and so dominated its domestic and foreign policy. This 
economic and political predominance assured the slaveholding class ef- 
fective control, too, over the ideological structure of the society. The 
slaveholding influence was decisive in publishng—books, periodicals, and 
newspapers; in education—texts, faculties, and administrators; and in 
religion—preferred texts and personnel. 

The Abolitionists led a nists led a movement whose basic aim was. the termination 
of the base of this power, the slaveholding system, It meant the over- 
throw of the propertied ruling class in the only ¥ way such a class can be 
overthrown—by the elimination of the property _upon which its power 
rests. 


Here two fundamental components of Abolitionism will be emphasized: 
(1) its revolutionary nature, and (2) its organization. Abolitionism was a 
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| highly organized movement, with local, sectional, and national associa- 
tions, constitutions, organs of publications, duly admitted members, 
elected and/or appointed leaders, and full-time activists—professional 
revolutionaries. 

Given its fundamental aim, one would expect this second revolution to 
be more truly democratic than was the first American Revolution, with 
its less profound property challenge and its less ambitious transformation 
of _society. Indeed it was more_democratic: it was a black-w black-white _move- 
ment much more fully than its predecessor; it was a “male-female move- 
ment much more fully than its predecessor; it was more fully conscious 
of its challenge to property nghts. Moreover, that challenge was a fun- 
damental characteristic of the second revolution, whereas it was only at 
the fringes of the first—in some attacks on feudal vestiges and royal 
privileges, for example. 

Although a salient feature of the Abolitionist movement was its black- 
white character, it is important to emphasize the overwhelming conse- 
quence of its black component. Slavery was the unique experience of 
black people in the United States (although some Native Americans were 
enslaved and there was an important biological mix of blacks and Native 

_. Americans as slaves). They alone endured it, survived it, and combated 
it. They were the first and most lasting Abolitionists. Their conspiracies 
and insurrections, individual struggles, systematic flights, maroon com- 
munities, efforts to buy freedom, cultural solidity, creation of antislavery 
organizations and publications—all preceded the black-white united ef- 
forts. They developed a convention movement, with delegates from 
many states meeting annually from 1830 to the Civil War and collectively 
deciding on priorities and strategies for their people. They rejected col- 
onizationism. Without the initiative of the Afro-American people, without 
their illumination of the nature of slavery, without their persistent strug- 
gle to be free, there would have been no national Abolitionist movement. 
And when the movement did appear, the participation of black people in 
every aspect was indispensable to its functioning and its eventual 
success. 

More conscious of its challenge to property nghts than was the first 
revolution, the Abolitionist movement was also characterized by a class 
cohesiveness, something approaching modern class consciousness. Its 
leadership and membership were derived from several classes, but the 
heaviest weight, especially in the membership, was among largely non- 
propertied elements—farmers, mechanics, artisans, workers, and the 
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members of their families. Although there was some ambiguity in the 
relationship between Abolitionism and the young labor movement, es- 
pecially in the generation prior to the Civil War, the relationship became 
increasingly close and explicit. This was true both in the United States 
and abroad. 

In their international qualities, the two revolutions were comparable. 
Each consciously sought assistance from abroad, and each had a profound 
impact upon individuals, organizations, and governments outside the 
United States. 

Both the Revolutionary War and the Abolitionist movement succeeded 
in their fundamental goals: national independence and a republican form 
of government in the first; an end to chattel slavery in the second. Nei- 
ther, of course, established the millennium. The signal failure of the 
first—the retention of slavery—offered the main task of the second. The 
signal failure of the second—the persistence of racism—left much work 
to be done, and still to be done, by ensuing generations. 

Although the Abolitionist movement did not succeed in extirpating rac- 
ism, one of its fundamental commitments was the undertaking of that 
formidable task. Racism permeated slavery in the United States—char- 
acterized it, justified it, and sustained it. In another manifestation, in 
somewhat altered form, racism rationalized the genocidal policy practiced 
toward the indigenous population, the Native Americans. And it spilled 
over, of course, in the treatment accorded free blacks, both in the South 
and in the North. To attack slavery, then, was to attack racism. But this 
does not mean that all the Whites who participated in the attack were 
themselves free of racism. Many were not. But many others were, and 
all of them, in different degrees of consciousness, insofar as they battled 
slavery weakened racism. 

In this sense, abolitionism is one proof of the error of U. B. Phillips’s 
view that the maintenance of white supremacy was the central theme of 
southern history, some later suggesting that this might well be amended 
to read that the maintenance of whjte supremacy was the central theme 
of American history.* 

The central commitment of the Abolitionist movement—its struggle 
against racism—was directed not only at enslavement but at all manifes- 
tations of the potson. Where individual participants in Abolitionism failed 
in this commitment—and there was failure—they were hurting the 
movement of which they were a part (thus again confirming that one of 
the defining qualities of Abolitionism was antiracism). It also is true, as 
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Richard H. Sewell in particular has made clear,® that many leaders and 
adherents of the Free Soil and Republican parties took advanced posi- 
tions on the political and civil rights of blacks, as well as trying to prevent 
the expansion of slavery. Opposition to slavery, itself, as well as to its 
expansion, was basic to both parties. And as Sewell also demonstrated, 
a number of white people in both organizations rejected altogether the 
idea of black inferiority. 

Comprehension of the basic significance of antiracism (as opposed to 
merely antislavery) marked the thinking of several leading Abolitionists 
and affected their struggles to realize the full revolutionary potential of 
the Civil War. For example, Wendell Phillips, probably the outstanding 
orator of the pre—Civil War era, prophesied in December 1860: “For a 
hundred years, at least, our history will probably be a record of the strug- 
gles of a proud and selfish race to do justice to one that circumstances 
had thrown into its power. The effects of slavery will not vanish in one 
generation, or even in two. It were a very slight evil if they could be 
done away with more quickly.”° 

The argument that the exigencies of war allowed and required an 
emancipationist policy was urged by antislavery politicians from John 
Quincy Adams to Charles Sumner and formed the rationale for Lincoln’s 
Emancipation Proclamation—although even that wartime order did in- 
voke the word justice. But Abolitionists like Phillips, Parker Pillsbury, 
Gerrit Smith, and Lydia Maria Child were worried by the general failure 
to demand emancipation on ethical grounds. Child wrote to Smith on 7 
January 1862: “This entire absence of a moral sense on the subject has 
disheartened me more than anything else. Even should they be emanci- 
pated, merely as a ‘war necessity,’ everything must go wrong, if there 
is no heart or conscience in the subject.” Child continued, as propheti- 
cally and truly as had Phillips, “It is evident that a great moral work still 
needs to be done.”? 

A little later, Frederick Douglass, the greatest of the black Abolition- 
ists, uttered the same warning in a speech given at Cooper Union in New 
York City on 6 February 1862 and reported in the New York Tribune two 
days later: 


Much as I value the present apparent hostility to slavery at the North, I plainly 
see that it is less the outgrowth of high and intelligent moral conviction against 
slavery as such, then because of the trouble its friends have brought upon the 
country. I would have slavery hated for that and more. A man that hates slavery 
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for what it does to the white man stands ready to embrace it the moment its 
injunes are confined to the black man, and he ceases to feel those injuries in his 
own person.® 


Abolitionism, as a revolutionary movement, resulted in serious victim- 
ization for many of its adherents; the victimization was endured both in 
the causes of antislavery and its twin, antiracism. 

The experience of slavery and the struggle against it were also pro- 
foundly affected by religion. In its priestly guise, religion was an impor- 
tant bulwark of the institution, but in its prophetic aspect, it served as a 
goad and inspirer of Abolitionism. Jefferson Davis and John Brown, John 
C. Calhoun and Nat Tumer, were all religious men, but the lessons they 
learned show their religiousness certainly differed. The religion of Abo- 
litionism as manifested in the writings of David Walker and William Lloyd 
Garrison differed little from what today is called the theology of libera- 
tion. The sense of enlightenment, perfectionism, and revivalism that 
helped induce profound efforts at social renovation also induced critical 
approaches to theology in general. This helps explain the attacks against 
Abolitionists like Garrison as an apostate or an agnostic, if not an atheist. 
And it helps explain the profound questioning of traditional religious prac- 
tice that marked Frederick Douglass and that led to a rejection of religion 
altogether and the appearance of a significant atheist presence in pre— 
Civil War United States, an atheism that normally affirmed a hatred of 
slavery. 

It is significant, also, that Abolitionism helped stimulate other socially 
progressive ideas and movements. It accompanied women’s awakening 
consciousness of their oppression. It fed concern for civil liberties, as 
freedoms of speech, petition, assembly, mail were increasingly assaulted 
by proslavery forces. It fostered consideration of the place and dignity of 
labor and of democracy in general, as both were attacked by the servants 
of the slavocrats. The entire experience of Abolitionism—especially its 
confrontration with property ownership and its mounting allegiance to 
egalitarianism—fed currents of socialist thought. This is related to Du 
Bois’s penetrating suggestion that the Emancipation Proclamation is one 
of the most important documents in labor history, as well as Marx’s prop- 
osition that labor in a white skin could not be free so long as labor in a 
black skin was branded. 

A central problem in comprehending Abolitionism—as is the case with 
any successful revolutionary effort—is to explicate its success. It was 
combating the most powerful single force in the nation, a force that had 
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largely made in its own image the country’s political and ideological fea- 
tures. The success is attributable to the mounting collision of slavery and 
nonslavery interests. Becoming ever more apparent was the basic con- 
tradiction between slavery as such and eighteenth- and nineteenth-cen- 
tury values inherent in the best theological and secular traditions, as 
expressed in the more elevated Judeo-Christian teachings and the secular 
Enlightenment themes captured in the Declaration of Independence and 
the Preamble to the U.S. Constitution. Lincoln’s observation that if slav- 
ery was not wrong, nothing was wrong, was uttered in another way and 
an earlier time when Jefferson excoriated slavery’s devastating impact 
upon human conduct and character and suggested to Gov. James Monroe 
that when he was dealing with slave rebels, he should exercise mercy 
within the limits of his office. Said the author of the Declaration of Inde- 
pendence: “The other states & the world at large will forever condemn 
us if we indulge a principle of revenge or go one step beyond absolute 
necessity. They cannot lose sight of the nghts of the two parties, & the 
object of the unsuccessful one.”? 

The system of slavery not only had legal, religious, and moral needs 
that conflicted with enlightened views and practices and thus provoked 
resistance. It also had economic characteristics and compulsions that 
conflicted with those of nonslaveholders. This was notably true in the 
oligarchic character of the slaveholding system, which induced pressures 
toward reducing the percentage of the white population who had direct 
interest in slave ownership. It was true, also, in other compulsions of 
the slaveholding system, compulsions of both an economic character— 
to maintain and raise the level of profits—and a policing character—to 
prevent the accumulation in a limited (and closed) space of a relatively 
high percentage of slaves. 

Increasingly these needs induced class conflict within the South, a con- 
dition that became aggravated in the ten or fifteen years prior to seces- 
sions and played an important role in the decision to secede. Further, 
the expansionism and the particular desires of the slaveholding class— 
the Mexican War was a prime example of the former, and opposition to 
protective tariffs and to free-labor settlement of the West were examples 
of the latter—induced serious economic and political differences with the 
swiftly growing areas outside of slavery. The resulting clashes threw into 
increasing doubt for wider and wider circles of the population the utility 
of the slave system. The distance between doubting slavery’s utility and 
questioning its morality was not great. This development increased the 
actual number of Abolitionists, and even more important, it diminished 
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the hostility toward Abolitionists that had characterized the movement’s 
first two decades. 

As we have noted, slavery increasingly undercut the civil liberties of 
white people, first in the South and then outside it. Also troublesome to 
many outside the Abolitionist circle was the tendency of the advocates 
of slavery not only to intensify their political and economic demands but 
also to move their ideological positions further and further to the right: 
from a tentative suggestion that slavery was necessary, if not exactly 
wholesome, to an insistence that slavery was ideal, divinely sanctioned, 
the Republic’s bulwark. Their arguments took their most extreme form 
in the suggestion that slavery was really the natural condition not only of 
blacks but of all working people, and that it was a solution, indeed, the 
only practical solution, to the chronic class struggle that was tearing apart 
European and northern culture. Such propaganda accompanied political 
and judicial actions that seemed aimed at nationalizing slavery and making 
its active support a duty of the entire citizenry. 

This progression of arguments helped solve the key problem posed by 
some Abolitionists in the 1830s and 1840s—namely, how to persuade the 
general nonslaveholding white population that its own interests were 
harmed by slavery. But such a development requires hard efforts to be 
effective. This was the function first of the Afro-American population 
whose struggles never let the question of slavery subside and second, in 
an intertwined fashion, of the organized opposition to slavery of blacks 
and whites that was Abolitionism. 


Chapter One 


Early Seeding of Abolitionism 


Almost all the leaders of the American Revolution—from George Wash- 
ington and John Adams to Thomas Jefferson and Thomas Paine—indi- 
cated their hostility to slavery, some of them, such as Jefferson and 
Paine, in language whose severity was not exceeded by David Walker or 
William Lloyd Garrison. Further, a substantial number among them— 
especially those north of the main slaveholding areas such as Benjamin 
Franklin, John Jay, and Alexander Hamilton—held leading offices in var- 
ious emancipationist organizations, with Franklin in particular, as both 
printer and statesman, playing very active roles therein.! 

Moreover, as Dwight Lowell Dumond has shown in detail, from about 
the 1790s to the 1820s, scores, probably hundreds, of southern whites 
opposed to slavery were forced by repressive acts of churches and states 
to migrate into the North.* This resulted from the growing commitment 
by the slaveholding class to maintain its dominance, especially as the 
significance of slavery increased after 1790. An outcome of this commit- 
ment was the increasing harassment of antislavery men and women, the 
curbing of their freedoms of speech, press, and petition, and, increas- 
ingly, the endangerment of not only their livelihood but their lives. As 
Dumond wrote, “The idea that the South was turned away from eman- 
cipation and toward a defense of slavery by the abolition movement of 
the North is a monstrous fiction” (p. 87). 

Among the prominent figures forced to migrate because of their anti- 
slavery sentiments and activities in this generation prior to the 1830s 
was David Barrow, a Baptist preacher (1753-1819) active in North Car- 
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olina and Virginia, who moved to Kentucky in 1798 and published anti- 
slavery tracts until his death. William Hickman and George Smith, both 
of Virginia, followed similar paths into Kentucky in this period. Other 
antislavery activists in Kentucky at that time were John Sutton, Joshua 
Carman, and Carter Tarrant. Another significant figure in this era was 
James Galliland, a South Carolina preacher who moved to Ohio in 1805 
where he remained for over thirty years. He participated in the later, 
national Abolitionist movement, becoming a vice president of the Amer- 
ican Anti-Slavery Society when it was organized in 1833. 

Samuel Doak, a contemporary of Galliland, also left the South, in this 
case, Virginia, because of his hostility to slavery. He too moved to Ohio 
and continued to publicize his antislavery views. His son-in-law, John 
Rankin, orginally from Tennessee, was especially well known in Ohio’s 
antislavery circles. Rankin’s Letters on American Slavery (1823) had con- 
siderable impact; like Galliland, he lived into the period of the organized 
Abolitionist movement and was a lecturer for the American Anti-Slavery 
Society. 

Other leading exiles from the slave South included Levi Coffin, who 
left North Carolina in 1789 and settled in Indiana for a lifetime of person- 
ally dangerous but effective work against slavery, and Gideon Blackburn, 
who left Virginia in 1772 and traveled from Tennessee to Kentucky and 
finally to Illinois where he became an ally of the martyred Lovejoy. 
Thomas Morris, a bricklayer, migrated from Virginia to Ohio in 1776, 
became a lawyer, and was the state’s chief justice from 1830 to 1833 and 
then, for six years, a U.S. senator. While in the Senate Morris was a 
pioneer in the politicization of the antislavery movement. Edward Coles 
of Virginia, who had been private secretary to President James Madison, 
migrated to Illinois and became an outstanding Abolitionist. Among the 
prominent Lane Seminary rebels were several from southern slavehold- 
ing families, notably William T. Allan of Alabama and James Thome of 
Kentucky. 

Alexander Campbell was another who followed the path from Virginia 
to Kentucky to Ohio; he became vice president of that state’s antislavery 
society and was elected to the U.S. Senate. George Bourne traveled 
from England to Virginia to Pennsylvania; his Virginia experiences with 
slavery moved this Presbyterian minister to migrate to a free state 
and to publish there, in 1816, his significant The Book and Slavery 
Irreconcilable. 

In a direct line to Benjamin Lundy—whose influence upon Garrison 
was decisive—were two Tennessee natives, Charles Osborn, who 
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moved to Ohio where he issued in 1817 an antislavery paper, the Phi- 
lanthropist, and Elihu Embree, who published the Emanctpator in Ten- 
nessee in 1820, which not only advocated emancipation but denounced 
racism itself with vigor. 

Benjamin Lundy (1789-1839), one of the key figures in the history of 
antislavery agitation, does not fit this pattern of those born and raised in 
the South. A native of New Jersey, he was reared in a Quaker family. By 
1809 he was living in Wheeling, Virginia (now West Virginia), and earning 
his way as a saddler. Although living outside the plantation area, he was 
in a slave state and was deeply affronted by the frequent slave coffles, 
or trains of blacks fastened together, that passed through his town. He 
migrated to Ohio and there began his lifelong, heroic, antislavery and 
antiracist work. 

In 1816 Lundy founded the Union Humane Society in Mount Pleasant, 
Ohio, and obtained employment in the office of a local newspaper, the 
Philanthropist. Wanting a paper with a clearer focus, he set up in the 
same town his Genius of Universal Emancipation in 1821. When this 
attracted the attention of the Tennessee Manumission Society, which 
offered to print it, Lundy moved to Greenville in that state. But he re- 
mained there only briefly, moving to Baltimore with its better facilities in 
1824. In the Maryland city, the paper gained a cadre of supporters and 
salespeople; it also acquired the official assistance of the American Con- 
vention for Promoting Abolition of Slavery. By the next year, Lundy’s 
Genius was appearing in both weekly and monthly editions; the two to- 
gether had almost eleven hundred subscribers. 

One of Lundy’s persistent themes was not only the sinfulness of slav- 
ery and its wastefulness in economic terms but also the danger it rep- 
resented to the lives of Americans and the preservation of the Union. He 
also continued to denounce the concept of racial inferiority, a position 
that distinguished him from the colonizationists to whom he was other- 
wise attracted. A pacifist, he was impressed with the argumentation of 
Elizabeth Heyrick’s Immediate, Not Gradual Emancipation, first pub- 
hshed in the author’s homeland, England, in 1826 and repeatedly reissued 
in the United States. 

Lundy established the National Anti-Slavery Tract Society in Baltimore 
in 1828 and carried his message to nineteen northern states for the next 
two years. During one such tour, Garrison heard Lundy speak. It was a 
decisive factor in Garrison’s assuming his lifelong work, beginning with 
his joining Lundy in editing the Genius in Baltimore. Lundy was subse- 
quently elected a manager of the American Anti-Slavery Society two 
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years before his death. Through his early seeding, his antiracism, his 
warnings of slavery’s expansionist nature, and his decisive influence upon 
Garrison, Lundy had achieved a major position among effective protag- 
onists of liberation.* 

Much of the forced migration from the South of antislavery whites 
occurred among those adhering to such egalitarian faiths as those es- 
poused by Quakers, Baptists, and Methodists. Lesser known is the role 
of the Unitarian church, which was active in the 1820s in the Carolinas, 
Virginia, Kentucky, Tennessee, Florida, Alabama, Mississippi, and Lou- 
isiana. Clarence Gohlen many years ago called attention to the significant 
activity of Unitarianism as an important component of what he called 
“Southern liberalism.” He noted, too, that when “King Cotton estab- 
lished his sovereignty” and when Unitarians in the North became prom- 
inent for their antislavery partisanship, their southern challenge to 
orthodoxy was suppressed.‘ 

The emergence of the mature Abolitionist movement was furthered 
by notable developments on the national level. Among these, and of de- 
cisive consequence, was the first major confrontation in the nineteenth 
century involving the fundamental question of the disposition of federal 
territories that were not yet states. This economic-political issue posed 
a serious threat to the Union, so much so that forty years later it had 
helped bring the nation to the point of civil war. 

The base for the confrontation was laid by the extraordinary growth 
of the significance of slavery during the first three decades of the nine- 
teenth century. Indeed from 1800 to 1810 alone, cotton production dou- 
bled in South Carolina and Georgia, tripled in Tennessee, became 
appreciable in Louisiana (one million pounds in 1810), and increased by 
60 percent in Virginia and almost 80 percent in North Carolina. Where a 
border state like Kentucky had counted 12,000 slaves in 1790, the figure 
had risen to 165,000 in 1830; Louisiana’s slave population rose from 
35,000 in 1810 to 110,000 in 1830. The areas that would become Ala- 
bama and Mississippi had 3,500 slaves in 1800; thirty years later the total 
was 183,000. Overall, in 1807 the number of slaves totaled 1 million and 
cotton production, about 50 million pounds; thirty years later, the num- 
ber of slaves had doubled and the cotton production had multiplied ten 
times. 

This growth in slavery’s importance in the South occurred during a 
period that David B. Davis has said “may well have been America’s crit- 
ical decade of economic transformation” overall. The 1820s was a de- 
cade, Davis continues, that “marked the beginning of rapid urbanization, 
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a decisive shift toward nonagnicultural employment, and perhaps the fast- 
est economic growth of the pre—Civil War era.”° One result was the po- 
litical revolution known as the Jacksonian Era, which was marked by 
enormous stimulation in national political activity and accompanied by re- 
ligious revivalism and the “social Gospel” associated with Charles G. Fin- 
ney, early mentor of Theodore Weld. Indeed, Weld’s most recent 
biographer remarked that 


the 1820’s were preeminently exciting years precisely because the shape of 
America’s future had not yet been set. The generation that came to maturity in 
this decade had been left the task of making good on the Revolutionary promise 
bequeathed to them by the founding fathers—to translate general principles of 
democracy and republican virtue into an ongoing social order.*® 


These swift socioeconomic developments helped bring about, on the 
political front, the first major national governmental crisis involving the 
question of slavery. They also ushered in a wave of social and reform 
activity. Springing up during the 1820s were the American Society for 
the Promotion of Temperance, the American Home Missionary Society, 
and various tract societies, peace societies, and movements to assist 
seamen, to help the mentally ill, and to abolish imprisonment for debt. 
The decade witnessed also the establishment of significant trade union 
and political labor organizations. All these movements were reform ef- 
forts; only that to abolish slavery was a revolutionary one. 

Central to the period was the system of slavery, its enormous and 
growing power, its expansion, its tightening ideological, legal, and polit- 
ical repressiveness. Elsewhere, movements to abolish slavery were 
growing in Great Britain and France, in their colonies, in Mexico and 
Latin America, and revolutionary movements were defying monarchies 
and oligarchies from Czarist Russia (including Poland) to Greece, and 
from Greece to France. 


While the Constitutional Convention was meeting in 1787, the U.S. 
Congress (operating under the Articles of Confederation) passed the 
Northwest Ordinance, largely at the inspiration of Jefferson and with the 
approval of Washington. This measure—consented to by all Southern 
members—prohibited slavery from what became the states of Ohio, In- 
diana, Illinois, Michigan, Wisconsin, and Iowa. The articles of this ordi- 
Nance were preceded by a preamble affirming their adoption in the name 
of “extending the fundamental principles of civil and religious liberty.” 
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The sixth article dealt with slavery and read (in language to be copied by 
the Thirteenth Amendment) “There shall be neither slavery nor invol- 
untary servitude, otherwise than in the punishment of crimes, whereof 
the party shall have been duly convicted.” But, the article continued in 
terms similar to the third paragraph of the second section of Article IV 
of the Constitution, “that any person escaping into the same, from whom 
labor or service may be lawfully claimed, in any one of the original States, 
such person may be lawfully reclaimed, and conveyed to the person 
claiming his or her labor in service, as aforesaid.” Here clearly the power 
of the federal government over the institution of slavery was affirmed. 

The same power was affirmed again when—as several times oc- 
curred—territorial government was organized by the federal govern- 
ment and slavery was permitted. Thus, when in 1802 Georgia ceded to 
the federal government the territory that was to become the states of 
Mississippi (1817) and Alabama (1819), it specifically declared that the 
1787 ordinance was applicable, “that article only excepted which forbids 
slavery.” Washington accepted the cession with that proviso. 

From Jefferson’s Louisiana Purchase there resulted the admission of 
three slave states—Louisiana (1812), Missouri (1821), after much de- 
bate, to be analyzed shortly, and Arkansas (1836). Although in terms of 
the original purchase in 1803, it was clearly stipulated that “the inhabit- 
ants of the ceded territory . . . shall be maintained in the free enjoyment 
of their liberty, property, and the religion which they profess,” the word 
inhabitants was defined so loosely that forty thousand slaves who inhab- 
ited the territory were excluded. 

When Florida was purchased from Spain in 1819, substantially the 
same undertaking regarding its “inhabitants” was agreed to by the United 
States. Again, however, the “inhabitants” no more included slaves than 
it did cattle. Florida as a territory had slavery and entered the Union as 
a Slave state in 1845. Texas too was admitted as a slave state the same 
year, but it joined the Union not as a territory but as a sovereign state— 
having broken with Mexico. 


Chapter Two 


Jefferson’s “Fire Bell in the Night” 


When Missouri’s admission to the Union came before Congress, the is- 
sue of slavery had reached such a critical juncture that the debate on its 
statehood heralded a new era in the nation’s history. 

Beginning in 1817, congressional debates concerning slavery became 
tinged with the urgency and bitterness that had been foreshadowed in 
the 1790 debates on the anti-slave trade petitions, and this atmosphere 
became manifest in the 1819-21 Missouri debates. Those of 1817, con- 
tinuing sporadically to 1819, revolved around proposals for amending the 
1793 Fugitive Slave Act. The amendments offered by some northern 
representatives would have provided apprehended blacks with the pro- 
tection of habeas corpus. Southern representatives rejected this out of 
hand and insisted on the priority of the property rights of slave owners 
even if this might occasionally endanger the rights of blacks actually free 
or make outright kidnapping easier. No amendments of any kind resulted 
from this debate. 

It had been brought on by the growing antislavery agitation in the 
South and the North and by the mounting incidence of successful flights 
to freedom by slaves and resistance to recapture by blacks in the North. 
But one result, as Thomas D. Morris concluded, was that many people— 
black and white—decided that for free black people in the North the only 
possible “protection . . . existed in the laws of the [northern] states, to 
which antislavery reformers now increasingly turned their attention.” 


The enactment of so-called personal liberty laws was to follow in the 
1820s. ! 
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It was against this background that great excitement arose when, in 
1819, the question of the admission of Missouri Territory as a state 
reached the floor of Congress. The consequence of the debate was par- 
ticularly intense because at the time the Union contained twenty states, 
with ten slave and ten free. The imbalance that would result if Missouri 
were admitted as slave or free was resolved only when it became pos- 
sible to admit Maine—hitherto part of Massachusetts—as a state. The 
admission of both in 1820-21 made possible, briefly, the maintenance of 
an equilibrium in the number of slave and nonslave states. 

The question in 1819, then, of the presence or absence of slavery in 
Missouri was a central one. At the same time, the proposed constitution 
of the new state contained a provision to bar from migration into Missouri 
any free black people. Although the first question has received most of 
the attention of later historians, the latter provoked as much bitter con- 
temporary debate as did the question of slavery itself. In the resolution 
of the matter, the heart of the so-called Missouri Compromise was to 
admit the territory as a slave state but to exclude slavery from the re- 
mainder of the Louisiana Territory north of it—that is, north of the lati- 
tude 36’ 30”. To this was added Maine’s admission to the Union—without 
slavery, of course. 

Both acts involved basic constitutional questions—the implications of 
slavery’s westward migration and that of the federal citizenship of free 
black people who, in several northern states, enjoyed either all or most 
of the rights attached to citizenship. By the plain language of the Consti- 
tution: “The citizens of each state shall be entitled to all privileges and 
immunities of citizens in the several States” (III, 2, 1). Neither here, nor 
in any other passage of the original Constitution, is any distinction made 
because of color or race nor is either word mentioned in that document. 

In the related but separate congressional debates of 1817-19 on 
amending the 1793 Fugitive Slave Act, the question revolved around the 
effort by southern representatives to permit the delivery of fugitives 
even if this endangered free blacks and assisted kidnappers. Northern 
representatives were bitterly opposed to such an amendment—and none 
was passed—on the ground of the sanctity of the writ of habeas corpus. 
Again this involved a defense of the Constitution’s clear language: “The 
privilege of the writ of habeas corpus shall not be suspended, unless 
when in cases of rebellion or invasion the public safety may require it” 
(I, 9, 2). The proposals to amend the 1793 act, and in doing so to un- 
dercut so vital a nght as that of habeas corpus, helped persuade Aboli- 
tionists to give greater attention to the laws of the states. A result was 
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agitation for and, in several cases, passage of personal liberty acts in 
some northern states, beginning in 1826. This was to be in subsequent 
years a major source of confrontation between pro- and antislavery 
forces. 

In 1818 Missouri residents began serious agitation for entry into the 
Union; a bill for this purpose first reached the floor of the House in Feb- 
ruary 1819. James Tallmadge of New York, a future president of New 
York University, then serving his only term in the House, moved an 
amendment prohibiting slavery’s introduction and calling for the emanci- 
pation at the age of fifteen of all who might be born slaves after Missouri’s 
admission. A sharp debate of short duration followed: Henry Clay of Ken- 
tucky opposed the amendment; John W. Taylor, Tallmadge’s colleague 
from New York, spoke in its favor. The amendment passed the House 
four days after being introduced (17 February 1819) and went on to the 
Senate. There it was referred to a committee headed by Charles Tait of 
Georgia, where it lost. 

The Missouri bill (along with Maine’s proposed entry) appeared again 
before the House in December 1819 and was hotly debated before 
crowded galleries—including, it was observed, black people—and finally 
was approved 20 March 1820. Among those speaking for the Missouri 
proposals were William Pinkney of Maryland and Spencer Roane of Vir- 
ginia; Harrison Gray of Massachusetts and Rufus King of New York op- 
posed it. In the gallery sat John Quincy Adams, then Monroe’s secretary 
of state. He thought that King’s speech of 11 February was a good one 
but that it might well have been stronger, although he wrote in his diary 
on that date that “the speech was called by Southerners seditious and 
inflammatory.” Adams confided to the same source that “it would be bet- 
ter to destroy the Union than to permit the spread of slavery”—strong 
language for anyone in 1820 and quite extraordinary for a secretary of 
State. 

John C. Calhoun—Adams’s fellow cabinet member serving as secre- 
tary of war—discussed with him the debate and the whole question of 
slavery on 24 February 1820. Adams noted in his diary that Calhoun “did 
not think it [the slave question] would produce a dissolution of the 
Union.” Calhoun added, however, according to Adams, that it might have 
such a result and that “if it should, the South would be from necessity 
compelled to form an alliance, offensive and defensive, with Great Brit- 
ain.” Adams at once commented, “that would be returning to the colonial 
State.” Calhoun agreed—surprisingly, one is moved to add, remembering 
that this conversation occurred only five years after the second war with 
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Britain, the War of 1812, and but a generation after the Revolution had 
been concluded. Calhoun’s defense was that “it would be forced upon 
us.” Adams chose “to press the conversation no further” when his fellow 
cabinet member projected the possibility that secession would involve 
producing a society whose “communities [were] all military.” Adams did 
record in his diary—although he did not express this thought to Cal- 
houn—that “it is as obvious as anything that can be foreseen of futurity, 
that it must shortly afterwards be followed by the universal emancipation 
of the slaves”—an extraordinary piece of prophecy, even for John Quincy 
Adams. 

Adams and Calhoun could not drop this question—not now that the 
Missouri debate had forced it open. On 3 March Adams recorded re- 
newed discussion with the South Carolinian who remarked that enslaving 
the black made possible the freedom of the white and that in any case 
manual labor belonged only to slaves and was otherwise degrading. Here 
Calhoun opened the door to the later widespread position that, in reality, 
workers as a whole, whatever their complexion, were in effect in slav- 
ery, no matter what euphemism might be used to cover the fact. Adams 
replied he “could not see things in the same light,” that it was a “per- 
verted sentiment” that mistook “labor for slavery, and dominion for 
freedom.” 

How deep and how urgent was this question of slavery—over a decade 
prior to Garrison’s Liberator—and how vivid was its revolutionary impli- 
cations are further shown by the remarks Adams put to paper on the 
third of March after he had parted from Calhoun. Slavery, he wrote, 


perverts human reason, and reduces man endowed with logical powers to main- 
tain that slavery is sanctioned by the Christian religion, that slaves are happy and 
contented in their condition . . . while at the same time they vent execrations 
upon the slave-trade, curse Britain for having given them slaves, burn at the 
stake Negroes convicted of crimes for the terror of the example, and writhe in 
agonies of fear at the very mention of human nights as applicable to men of color. 
The impression produced upon my mind by the progress of this discussion is, 
that the bargain between freedom and slavery contained in the Constitution of 
the United States is morally and politically vicious, inconsistent upon which alone 
our Revolution can be justified. [The whole arrangement is] grossly unequal and 
impolitic, by admitting that slaves are at once enemies to be kept in subjection, 
property to be secured or restored to their owners, and persons not to be rep- 
resented themselves, but for whom the masters are privileged with nearly a 
double share of representation. The consequence has been that this slave rep- 
resentation has governed the Union. 
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The entire outlook of the Abolitionist movement was reflected in this 
diary entry by a cabinet member soon to be president and thereafter a 
representative whose last efforts would constitute a dagger at the hearts 
of the slave owners but who, nevertheless, was himself not an 
Abolitionist. 

Adams here came very close to one of the terminal points of Aboli- 
tionism—“No union with slaveholders”—for he admitted that he had “fa- 
vored this Missouri compromise, believing it all that could be effected 
under the present Constitution, and from extreme unwillingness to put 
the Union at hazard.” But, he went on, perhaps it would have been wise 
to have rejected the compromise and to have moved for “a convention of 
the States to revise and amend the Constitution.” This would have meant 
dissolution of the present Union, no doubt, but, thought Adams, it “would 
have produced a new Union of thirteen or fourteen States unpolluted with 
slavery, with a great and glorious object to effect, namely, that of rallying 
to their standard the other States by the universal emancipation of their 
slaves.” 

Adams—anticipating Garrison by twenty years, but making the posi- 
tion still conditional—said also, “If the Union must be dissolved, slavery 
is precisely the question upon which it ought to break.” He concluded 
the day’s entry with its only erroneous projection: “For the present, 
however, this contest is laid asleep.” 

That this prediction was mistaken soon became apparent to Adams 
himself. In the next session of this same Congress objection arose to the 
admission of Missouri as a slave state because it became clear that Mis- 
souri’s constitution not only provided for slavery but also prohibited the 
migration into Missouri of free blacks from other states. 

In his diary of 29 November 1820, Adams told of a visit with Henry 
Baldwin, then a representative from Pennsylvania (in 1830 appointed an 
associate justice of the U.S. Supreme Court by President Jackson). Bald- 
win reported that because of the antimigration provision, some members 
of the House wanted to reopen the question of Missouri’s admission as 
a state. Adams remarked that he thought this had small chance of success 
and so was “unjustified.” He added, however, a long and passionate cri- 
tique of the measure, and in doing so he again forecast, quite remarkably, 
future developments. 

Adams thought that if Missouri were permitted to enter the Union with 
its antimigration provision, this would distress other states for it would 
constitute an “outrage” upon a portion of their citizens who would be in 
effect “cast out from the pale of the Union.” He continued that, were he 











12 Abolitionism 


a member of Massachusetts’s legislature, he would feel “bound to vindi- 
cate them by retaliation.” This, he said, should take the form of a “de- 
claratory act” affirming that so long as Missouri violated the citizenship 
rights of inhabitants of Massachusetts, “so long the white citizens of the 
State of Missouri should be held as aliens within the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts.” Indeed, Adams said, he would go further and declare 
that Congress, having violated the Constitution by permitting Missouri 
to enter the Union with such a provision, had thereby joined in offending 
“a portion of the citizens of Massachusetts.” The latter state should re- 
taliate by denying that any person could be considered a slave within its 
territory and that, therefore, “I would prohibit by law the delivery of any 
fugitive slave upon the claim of his master.” 

Adams affirmed that he would pursue this course even though it was 
likely that Missouri “and the other slave-holding States” would retaliate. 
All this might well lead, said Adams, to “the dissolution ‘de facto’ of the 
Union,” but in his view, Missouri’s act had already dissolved that Union 
“by robbing thousands of citizens of their nghts” and, adding to the crim- 
inality of the act, the rights of “the poor, the unfortunate, the helpless.” 
How frightful, he said, was this act—“this barbarous article [which] de- 
prives them of the little remnant of right yet left them—their rights as 
citizens and as men.” 

John Quincy Adams—here in 1820—went on to declare that he would 
pursue this course and defend these rights even if “the dissolution of the 
Union be the consequence,” for the real source of such a possible dis- 
solution would be the “barbarous article” itself. He continued with this 
astonishing paragraph: 


If slavery be the destined sword in the hand of the destroying angel which is to 
sever the ties of this Union, the same sword will cut in sunder the bonds of 
slavery itself. A dissolution of the Union for the cause of slavery would be fol- 
lowed by a servile war in the slave-holding States, combined with a war between 
the two severed portions of the Union. It seems to me that its result must be 
the extirpation of slavery from this whole continent; and calamitous and desolat- 
ing as this course of events in its progress must be, so glorious would be its final 
issue, that, as God shall judge me, I dare not say that it is not to be desired. 


John Quincy Adams in these sentences projected the passage of per- 
sonal liberty laws by several states, beginning in 1826, the history of 
which is closely tied to the developing movement to end slavery. He also 
provided the text for the strikingly similar passage in Abraham Lincoln’s 
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second inaugural address on 4 March 1865 as the second American rev- 
olution moved to a close: 


Fondly do we hope—fervently do we pray—that this mighty scourge of war may 
speedily pass away. Yet if God wills that it continue, until all the wealth piled by 
the bondman’s two hundred and fifty years of unrequited toil shall be sunk, and 
until] every drop of blood drawn with the lash, shall be paid by another drawn 
with the sword, as was said three thousand years ago, so still must it be said, 
“the judgments of the Lord, are true and righteous altogether.” 


Another immortal, the seventy-seven-year-old Jefferson—himself, of 
course, unlike Adams, a slave owner—reacted in a similarly alarmed and 
prophetic way to the Missouri debate. In a letter dated 22 April 1820, 
which contains the “fire bell in the night” phrase that has been quoted so 
often, Jefferson said more: 


I had for a long time ceased to read newspapers, or pay any attention to public 
affairs, confident that they were in good hands, and content to be a passenger in 
our bark, to the shore from which I am now not distant. But this momentous 
question, like a fire bell in the night, awakened me and filled me with terror. I 
considered it at once the knell of the Union. But this is a reprieve only, not a 
final sentence. A geographical line, coinciding with a marked principle, moral and 
political, once conceived and held up to the angry passions of men, will never be 
obliterated; and every new irntation will mark it deeper and deeper.* 


The international ramifications of a Republic born in a Declaration of 
Independence now, with the Missouri debate, considering slavery’s ex- 
pansion were not missing. This question of international “embarrass- 
ment” because of the position of the Afro-American—so enduring a 
feature of U.S. history—was articulated, for example, in the first session 
of the Sixteenth Congress by Timothy Fuller, a representative from Mas- 
sachusetts. “All Europe,” he declared, “the whole civilized world, are 
Spectators of the scene. Our Declaration of Independence, our Revolu- 
tion, our State institutions, and, above all, the great principles of our 
Federal Constitution, are arrayed on one side, and our legislative acts 
and national measures, the practical specifications of our real principles, 
on the other.”4 

This embarrassment intensified, as the international quality of the 
movement against chattel slavery expanded in the 1820s. A result was 
the emancipation of slaves in portions of Latin America, notably in Mex- 
ico, and the termination of the institution in the British West Indies in the 
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1830s. Indeed, thereafter in much of Western Europe, especially in 
Great Britain, antislavery became, prior to the Civil War, a movement 
that matched in scope and fervor the antiapartheid movement of the late 
twentieth century. The populace of Great Britain became a significant 
force in the antislavery movement in the United States; leaders in both 
countries cooperated with one another in the effort to end slavery in the 
States. 

Here the presence and agitation of Abolitionists from the United States 
within Great Britain and Ireland—especially of black men and women— 
was of major consequence. So, too, was the literature of Abolitionism, 
notably Douglass’s Autobiography and, especially, Harriet Beecher 
Stowe’s Uncle Tom’s Cabin, translated into every language of the Eu- 
ropean continent. The internationalism of this revolutionary movement 
is vividly illustrated by the close bond between progressive and demo- 
cratic-minded peoples in Europe and like-minded men and women in the 
United States. 


Chapter Three 


Revolutionary Consciousness: 
Supporters and Opponents 


Abolitionists and their foes agreed that the movement to emancipate the 
slaves, immediately and without compensation to the masters, was a 
revolutionary one. Thus William Lloyd Garrison repeatedly referred to 
“our revolutionary struggle” and to Abolitionism as “the new revolution 
for liberty.”! Edmund Quincy put the matter succinctly: “Slavery exists, 
mainly, because it puts the entire political power of this great nation into 
the hands of a small oligarchy, the title of which is derived from the 
ownership of human flesh” (Liberator, 23 October 1846). Hence, he en- 
titled his essay, “Revolution, the Only Remedy.” 

In Douglass’s North Star, 19 January 1848, Henry Highland Garnet, 
one of the most effective and radical of the black Abolitionists, pointed 
out that he was writing in “a revolutionary age,” having in mind the 
events then rocking Europe. He thought “revolution after revolution will 
undoubtedly take place until all men are placed upon equality.” Citing the 
writings of Gerrit Smith, Garnet agreed that not only was slavery to be 
abolished but also great inequalities of wealth—especially in land own- 
ership—would have to be terminated before one could possibly see 
Something approximating human freedom. Garnet cited in particular Ire- 
land where chattel slavery did not exist, “but the oppressions of Land 
Monopolists have engendered a lack and haggard famine. ”2 

William Goodell, an effective writer and organizer in the Abolitionist 
movement, albeit one who differed with its Garrisonian wing, expressed 
a vivid appreciation of the revolutionary quality of the movement in his 
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widely read study Slavery and Anti-Slavery: A History of the Great Strug- 
gle in Both Hemispheres, published in 1852. This work, of over six 
hundred pages, is of great general interest; it is permeated by a revolu- 
tionary consciousness. Illustrative of its breadth and depth is this para- 
graph from its first chapter: 


The grand problem of the age is that of a more extended and better defined 
freedom, especially for the lowest and most degraded portion of the species. 
Ours is an advanced period in the struggle for human freedom. It is not to the 
contest of the barons against an unlimited autocrat that we are summoned—nor 
to the struggle of the middle classes against the barons; nor to the question of 
taxation without representation; nor to the question of religious liberty, for those 
who are regarded as human beings. The demands of liberty strike deeper, now, 
and reach the ground tier of their humanity, hid under the rubbish of centuries 
of degradation—classes who have scarcely been thought of as human and to 
whom no Magna Carta . . . no organization of a House of Commons, no Decla- 
ration of Independence, have brought even a tithe or foretaste of their promised 
blessings. The horseless, the landless, the homeless—the operatives of Man- 
chester and Birmingham, the tenantry of Ireland, the Russian serfs,—above all 
the North American Slaves—what have Christian civilization and democratic lib- 
erty and equality in reserve for these? And what are the responsibilities of Chris- 
tians, of philanthropists, of statesmen, and of republican citizens, in respect to 
them? These questions to be properly decided, must be studied, must be 
understood. 


In the same year that witnessed publication of Goodell’s book, another 
leading Abolitionist—but unlike Goodell, a Garrisonian in outlook— 
offered an analysis of Abolitionism that emphasized its revolutionary 
character. Wendell Phillips spoke to a Boston gathering of Abolitionists, 
with Garrison on the platform: 


Every thoughtful and unprejudiced mind must see that such an evil as slavery 
will yield only to the most radical treatment. If you consider the work we have 
to do, you will not think us needlessly aggressive, or that we dig down unneces- 
sarily deep in laying the foundation of our enterprise. A money power of two 
thousand millions of dollars, as the prices of slaves now range, held by a small 
body of able and desperate men; that body raised into a political aristocracy by 
special constitutional provisions, cotton, the product of slave labor, forming the 
basis of our whole foreign commerce, and the commercial class so subsidized, 
the press bought up, the pulpit reduced to vassalage, the heart of the common 
people chilled by a bitter prejudice against the black race; our leading men bribed, 
by ambition, either to silence or open hostility; in such a land, on what shall an 
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Abolitionist rely? Slavery has deeper roots here than any aristocratic institution 
has in Europe, and politics is but the common pulse-beat, of which revolution is 
the fever spasm. . . the old jest of one who tried to lift himself in his own basket 
is but a tame picture of the man who imagines that, by working solely through 
existing sects and parties, he can destroy slavery. Mechanics say nothing, but 
an earthquake strong enough to move all Egypt can bring down the Pyramids.* 


A final illustration of this revolutionary consciousness on the part of 
the Abolitionist leadership itself is the classical passage from Frederick 
Douglass’s great speech delivered 3 August 1857 in Canandaigua, New 
York: 


Let me give you a word on the philosophy of reform. The whole history of the 
progress of human liberty shows that all concessions yet made to her august 
claims, have been born of earnest struggle. The conflict has been exciting, agi- 
tating, all-absorbing, and for the time being, putting all other tumults to silence. 
It must do this or it does nothing. If there is no struggle there is no progress. 
Those who profess to favor freedom and yet depreciate agitation, are men who 
want crops without plowing up the ground; they want rain without thunder and 
lightning. They want the ocean without the awful roar of its many waters. 

This struggle may be a moral one, or it may be a physical one, or it may be 
both moral and physical, but it must be a struggle. Power concedes nothing with- 
out a demand. It never did and it never will. . . . Men may not get all they pay 
for in this world, but they most certainly pay for all they get. If we ever get free 
from the oppressions and wrongs heaped upon us, we must pay for their removal. 
We must do this by labor, by suffering, by sacrifice, and if needs be, by our lives 
and the lives of others.‘ 


The personification of Douglass’s analysis, John Brown, was to act out 
its content within two years. His enunciation of the revolutionary es- 
sence of the movement for which he died will be discussed later. 

As the repressiveness of the slave states intensified with the deep- 
ening of the social crisis and challenge, the behavior of the Abolitionists 
took on more and more the pattern of classical revolutionary activity. 
Illustrative not only of their behavior but of the revolutionary conscious- 
ness it evoked is the following passage from a letter Wendell Phillips 
wrote to the British antislavery leader Elizabeth Pease on 9 March 1851: 


The long evening sessions—debates about secret escapes—plans to evade 
where we can’t resist—the door watched that no spy may enter—the whispering 
consultations of the morning—some putting property out of their hands, planning 
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to incur penalties, and planning also that, in case of connection, the Government 
may get nothing from them—the doing, and answering no questions—intimates 
forbearing to ask the knowledge which it may be dangerous to have—all remind 
me of those foreign scenes which have hitherto been known to us, transatlantic 
republicans, only in books.* 


Opponents of emancipation, too, sensed the revolutionary implications 
of the effort. Its challenge to private property, to sanctity of contract, to 
the dominant social order, to postulates not only of racism but of all forms 
of elitism, was explicitly affirmed and rejected in the name of law and 
order, civilization versus chaos, the stability of the social fabric. Attack- 
ing slavery was equated with levelism, agrarianism, anarchism, social- 
ism, communism—the villains changed as the times changed. 

In what apparently was the first North American defense of slavery, 
published in 1701, Judge John Saffin of Massachusetts, replying to Sam- 
uel Sewall’s The Selling of Joseph, warned in his Brief and Candid Answer 
to Sewall (also published in 1701) that the latter’s attack on slavery car- 
ried dangerous implications. To affirm an equal right to liberty of all made 
in God’s image “seems to doubt the order that God hath set in the world, 
who hath ordained different degrees and orders of men, some to be high 
and honorable, some to be low and despicable . . . yea, some to be born 
slaves, and so to remain during their lives. . . . if this position of parity 
should be true, it would then follow that the ordinary course of Divine 
Providence of God in the world should be wrong and unjust (which we 
must not dare to think, much less to affirm).” 

This argument, plus the idea of the inviolable character of private prop- 
erty, recurs in the literature rejecting antislavery. Alexander McDonnell, 
for example, in his Considerations on Negro Slavery published in London 
in 1824, defended its existence in the West Indies, insisted that ending 
slavery meant “barbarism,” and warned that if property could be taken 
from slave owners, it could be taken from owners of other property. An 
earlier reflection of this awareness was expressed in a letter of 11 March 
1798 from the influential Kentucky slave owner John Breckinridge to 
Isaac Shelby. Having in mind the agitation against slavery already under- 
way, Breckinridge noted that if those opposed to slavery “can by one 
experiment emancipate our slaves, the same principle pursued will en- 
able them at a second experiment to extinguish our land titles.” 

Governor Stephen D. Miller of South Carolina made the related ar- 
gument in 1829 that slavery induced significant political benefits, since it 
disenfranchised the poor in general which meant greater security to the 
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elite’s property.’ The same point was a theme of Calvin Colton, the lead- 
ing Whig pamphleteer and biographer of Henry Clay. In his anonymously 
published Abolition Sedition (Philadelphia, 1839), he called Abolitionism 
a form of levelism which therefore was profoundly “seditious.”’ And John 
C. Calhoun, in defending in the Senate in 1836 the destruction by mob 
action of Abolitionist literature in South Carolina the previous year, 
warned: 


A very slight modification of the arguments used against the institutions which 
sustain the property and security of the South [would] make them equally effec- 
tual against the institutions of the North. . . . It would be well for those inter- 
ested to reflect whether there now exists, or ever has existed, a wealthy and 
civilized community in which one portion did not live on the labor of another.? 


Calhoun’s biographer, Charles M. Wiltse, observed that when certain 
contemporaries—like Orestes Brownson—coupled “socialist” and “abo- 
litionist,” they understood that both were “expressions of the same mass 
movement whose philosophy was equality and whose political base was 
the preponderance of numbers.”!” 

Calhoun, as the most profound and most influential of the officeholders 
and ideologists of the slaveholding class, deserves extended notice. Al- 
though the editor of Calhoun’s Papers (which, as of the date of writing, 
has reached sixteen of a projected twenty volumes) rejects Richard Hof- 
stadter’s characterization of Calhoun as “the Marx of the Master Class, ”!! 
this ironic description does capture Calhoun’s passionate class partisan- 
ship and his comprehension of the deeply conservative nature of a slave- 
holding society and the revolutionary implications of the Abolitionist 
movement. 

One finds in Calhoun’s speeches and writings an insistence upon re- 
jecting egalitarianism, upon equating wealth with what he calls “civiliza- 
tion,” and upon viewing chattel slavery as simply one form of the 
universal attributes of a “civilized” society. In,Calboun’s civilization, the 
few are. propertied.and dominant and the many are propertyless and sub- 
ordinate, the latter condition reflected in one.or.another guise.of servility. 
He. saw slavery.as.an ideal solution to_the inexorable and. increasingly 
dangerous problem .(outside.the.slave-South).of.the-class-struggle—~ideal 
because.in.a.system-of.slavery,.labor_and.capital-become.one,.labor itself 
being.capitalized. (Very significant in Calhoun’s prose was the especially 
Satisfactory situation of slavery in the South insofar as the slaves, being 
deeply and indelibly inferior to the masters, were in a natural condition; 
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this happy circumstance did not rule out, in his view, the advisability and 
necessity of slavery, by whatever disguise, in a “civilized” society.) 

In Calhoun’s language no distinction is apparent between slave _prop- 
erty and any other kind of property. Therefore attacking slavery was 
profoundly subversive. It was deeply subversive of the South’s civiliza- 
tion, since not only was the society based on slave property, but also 
that form of property was decisive to the southern community, to the 
South’s way of life, to the very essence, the soul of what “the South” 
meant. Thus attacking slavery was attacking property and was challeng- 
ing the entire substance of what southern life-meant. 

Calhoun emphasized that all property owners—merchants, manufac- 
turers, landowners (“civilized” people)—were threatened, whether or 
not they knew it, by the Abolitionists’ insistence that a particular form of 
private property was subject to elimination because it affronted religion 
or democratic theory or human considerations or social needs. Calhoun 
therefore insisted on the absolutely subversive, deeply revolutionary 
quality of Abolitionism. He also believed that Abolitionism was treason- 
ous, this in line with his affirmation that it was supported by Great Britain 
as part of that nefarious power’s desire to weaken the United States and, 
in fact, to challenge the dominant socioeconomic order in continental Eu- 
rope. But in a seeming contradiction, he projected the idea that Aboli- 
tionism was part of anticolonialism (a direct threat, especially to Great 
Britain). He saw colonialism as a form of enslavement and therefore 
pointed to a connection between movements threatening imperial domi- 
nation and those challenging slavery. 

Calhoun also articulated the idea of the slaveholding South as the bul- 
wark of conservatism in the nation; that as other property-holding 
classes in the rest of the nation found “civilization” threatened they could 
always count upon the slave South to oppose leveling, agrarian, demo- 
cratic movements. Overall, slavery was indispensable to a viable social 
order, to the safety of the Republic, to a sane view of religion. It was, 
briefly, a supreme good whose elimination was simply unthinkable, es- 
pecially given the “special circumstances” in the South—that is, with an 
inferior people as slaves. Therefore Abolitionism could come only from 
traitors, from fanatics like those who conducted the Inquisition; from 
altogether deranged minds. 

These views became the dominant ones in the slave South and were 
institutionalized in the effort to create the Confederate States of Amer- 
ica. Many of them persisted after the latter was routed; some still persist 
and add to the relevance of analyzing Abolitionism. 
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Calhoun epitomized the slaveholding South, was its most enduring and 
powerful spokesperson, its most persuasive and learned exponent, and 
its most revered figure. His words capture the prevailing mood of the 
slave South and convey both consciousness of the revolutionary charac- 
ter of Abolitionism on the part of its most committed opponents and a 
sense of the kind of implacable hostility those Abolitionist subversives 
faced: 


The war which the abolitionists wage against us . . . is a war of religion and 
political favoritism . . . waged, not against our lives, but our character. . . . We 
cannot remain here in an endless struggle in defense of our character, our prop- 
erty, and institutions. (Senate speech, 9 March 1836) 


Of all questions, which have been agitated under our government, abolition is 
that in which we of the South have the deepest concern. It strikes directly and 
fatally, not only at our prosperity, but our existence, as a people. (Letter, 5 
August 1836) 


Earlier, in the Senate, 7 January 1836, arguing against receiving peti- 
tions praying for an end to slavery in the Distnct of Columbia submitted 
by Thomas Morris of Ohio, Calhoun had insisted that the very act of 
debating the subject of slavery had “a tendency to break asunder this 
Union.” In any case, Calhoun held that agitating the question was useless 
because, he said, 


The fifth amendment of the Constitution offers an insuperable barrier, which pro- 
vides, among other things, that “no person shall be deprived of life, liberty, or 
property, without due process of law; aor shall private property be taken for 
public uses without just compensation.” Are not slaves property? And if so, how 
can Congress any more take away the property of a master in his slave, in this 
District, than it could his life and liberty? 


Calhoun was here quoting a section of the Constitution that, like its 
Preamble, was most often cited by antislavery advocates trained in the 
law—like William Goodell and Lysander Spooner—to buttress their in- 
sistence that, contrary to the view of Garrison, the Constitution not only 
failed to mention slavery as such but contained clearly antislavery 
sentiments. 

In citing the Fifth Amendment, Calhoun was insisting that the human 
beings who were his slaves were not “persons” but were only and purely 
Pproperty—commodities to be owned precisely as one might own a cow 
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or a piece of real estate or a farming implement. Those opposed to slav- 
ery would argue, on the contrary, that the impermissibility and illegality 
of his “owning” people were affirmed in plain English in the very language 
Calhoun quoted. Further, were the “property” component of these “per- 
sons” to be eliminated for what “public uses” would such transformation 
take place? Would not such elimination simply confirm the nonproperty 
essence of persons, thus restored to their personhood? Calhoun insisted 
that the language of the petitions, in many cases, slandered the slave 
owners. When pressed to offer an example of such slander, Calhoun 
pointed especially to certain of the petitioners referring to slavery as 
having created a “shambles.”! 

This word was used, too, by Thomas Mann Randolph, who, speaking 
in Virginia’s House of Delegates early in 1832, said that slave sales from 
Virginia to the lower South came to about eighty-five hundred men, 
women, and children, each year, for the preceding twenty-year period. 
Randolph said: “It is a practice, and an increasing practice in parts of 
Virginia to rear slaves for market. How can an honorable mind, patriot 
and lover of his country, bear to see this ancient dominion converted into 
one grand menagerie where men are to be reared for market, like oxen 
for this shambles?”!? 

While arguing against the reception of Senator Morris’s petition, Cal- 
houn added that abolition of slavery not only undercut the sacredness of 
private property, consequential as that was, but also involved revolution- 
izing the hierarchical relationship of two distinct “races, of nearly equal 
numbers”; this would “subvert the relation, social and political” that char- 
acterized the South. Abolitionists sought to uproot, to transform an en- 
tire social order, said Calhoun; they who lived in the eye of this threat 
had to resist it. “Furthermore,” he added, “just in slave property” alone 
what was at stake was some $950-million. Abolition would mean the end 
of. this. form of wealth and would deal.a“fatal.blow . . . ta.the productions 
of the great agricultural staples, on which the Scie the navigation, 
the.manufacturers and the Revenue of the country, almost entirely de- 
pend.” In any case, Abolitionisi’ Was not t only subversive; it was insane, 
for—as Calhoun’s ideological descendants were to insist twelve decades 
later—“social.and political equality bs between them [black and white] is 
impossible. No power on earth can overcome the dificulty.” ty. 

Finally, talking directly to his fellow property owners from other sec- 
tions of the Union, who made up the U.S. Senate, he completed his 
argument: 
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The sober and considerate portions of citizens of non-slaveholding States, who 
have a deep stake in the existing institutions of the country, would have little 
forecast not to see, that the assaults, which are now directed against the insti- 
tutions of the Southern States, may be very easily directed against those, which 
uphold their own property and security. A very slight modification of the argu- 
ments used against the institutions which sustain the property and security 
of the South, would make them equally effectual against the institutions of the 
North including Banking, in which so vast an amount of property and capital is 
invested... . 

Let those who are interested remember, that labor is the only resource of 
wealth, and how small a portion of it, in all old and civilized countries, even the 
best governed, is left to those by whose labor wealth is created. Let them also 
reflect, how little volition, or agency the operatives in any country have in the 
question of distribution—as little, with few exceptions, as the African of the 
slaveholding States has in the distribution of the proceeds of his labor. Nor is it 
the less oppressive, that in the one case it is effected by the stern and powerful 
will of the government, and in the other, by the more feeble and flexible will of 
the master. If the one be an evil so is the other. The only difference is the amount 
and the mode of exaction and distribution, and the agency by which they are 
effected. 


In developing his arguments against Abolitionism Calhoun also began 
claiming that the right of petition encompassed only the nght to present 
a petition, not to have its substance considered. And he insisted that 
consideration of its substance—the propriety of slavery—was. outside 
the competence.of Congress;.in-his. words: “Our.true- position, that which 
is indispensable to our. defense. here, is.that.Congress-has-no-legitimate 
jurisdiction.ever the. subject-of.slavery, either.here-or-elsewhere” (Sen- 
ate speech, 9 March 1836). 

He reiterated on this occasion, as often on other occasions, that the 
interest of Senate members from the nonslaveholding states in this ques- 
tion should be as keen as his own, for “if the tide continues to roll on its 
turbid waves of folly and fanaticism, it must in the end prostrate in the 
North all the institutions that uphold their peace and prosperity, and ul- 
timately overwhelm all that is eminent, morally and intellectually.” Pres- 
ently, he continued, the United States seemed happily exempt “from 
those dangers originating in a conflict between labor and capital, which 
at this time threatens so much danger to constitutional government,” but 
clearly, he maintained, this good fortune would not endure and the logic 
of Abolitionism was to hasten its end. 

Calhoun had already defended the denial of freedoms of the mail and 
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of the press in his ardent defense of the acts of a Charleston mob—of 
distinguished personages—who had burned alleged Abolitionist publica- 
tions at the city’s post office. Indeed, the president of the United 
States—then no friend of Calhoun’s—had also done so in 1835, and Cal- 
houn was delighted to commend his wisdom. Now, in 1836, he was at- 
tacking the right of petition and would soon put forth the conclusion that 
such a right was of little consequence where people were allegedly sov- 
ereign; petitioning, thought Calhoun, befitted subjects—particularly of ty- 
rannical governments—not citizens of a republic. (This would eventuate 
in the gag rule of Congress, which was to produce the eventually suc- 
cessful crusade for freedom of petition led by John Quincy Adams who 
was assisted by Abolitionist Theodore Dwight Weld. That crusade was 
of great consequence in expanding the influence of Abolitionism, for it 
persuaded many that slavery’s security seemed to require their own 
freedom’s vitiation. ) 

Indeed, spurred by the Abolitionist upsurge of the 1830s, and the ar- 
gumentation of President Jackson and Senator Calhoun, the legislatures 
of the Carolinas and of Georgia and Alabama called upon the legislatures 
of the nonslaveholding states “to suppress, by law, abolition publica- 
tions.” Senator John Ruggles of Maine presented on 8 April 1836 the 
resolution adopted by his state’s legislature affirming its conviction—as 
Calhoun had insisted—that the federal government had no authority over 
slavery in the states. But Maine’s legislature did feel it was “inexpedient 
to legislate on the subject of abolition publications.” It chose, however, 
not to base this mere “inexpediency” on a defense of freedom of the 
press. Rather it affirmed the inexpediency of violating such freedom in 
this instance, because, it announced, “there is no abolition publication 
printed within the State and because all discussion on the subject has 
been arrested by the decided expression of public disapprobation.” 

But Calhoun was not satisfied, nor was his class. Although he seems 
not to have been able to present the Senate with an example of an anti- 
slavery publication with a Maine imprint, he did have—and showed the 
Senate—positive proof of the existence of a Maine Abolition Society, and 
he wanted it suppressed. “The point is,” he said on 12 April 1836, “we 
need a law which would prohibit the circulation of ‘incendiary publications’ 
[whose precise definition clearly would be difficult] through the mails of 
the United States, despite its endangering freedom of the press.” 

Two principles buttressed this suggested legislation, said Calhoun: (1) 
“the subject of slavery is under the sole and exclusive control of the 
States where the institution exists,” and (2) it was the “duty of the gen- 
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eral government . . . to pass such laws as may be necessary to make it 
obligatory on its officers and agents.to abstain from violating the laws of 
the [slaveholding] States,.and.to.co-operate,..as far.as. may.consistently 
be done,. in their.execution.” 

But, he said, “the fact is our just hopes have not been realized. The 
legislatures of the South ... have called upon the non-slaveholding 
States to repress the movements made within the junsdiction of those 
States against their peace and security.” This had not been done and until 
it was, southerners would complain. In effect, those of the slaveholding 
class, Calhoun was demanding, wanted the sanctity of slave property to 
be as zealously respected in the North as in the South. In the latter 
region this had entailed the curbing of freedom of speech, press, petition, 
and assembly, insofar as the security of slavery (defined by slaveowners) 
was concerned. The same condition had to exist in the North if the South 
was to be satisfied—and if the Union was to persist. Otherwise, said 
Calhoun, those of the slaveholding States had “a right to interpose” and 
they would do so. 

Here was spelled out rationalization for the mob assaults, the gag 
rules, the Seamen’s Acts violation of the right of northern (and British) 
seamen, the clash with the personal liberty laws of the North, the Fugi- 
tive Slave Act of 1850, the Kansas confrontation, and, finally, the Dred 
Scott decision, which affirmed as the law of the land the two principles 
enunciated by Calhoun on 12 April 1836. 

Calhoun expatiated on these points and added others as the years went 
by and the Abolitionist movement not only did not abate but intensified. 
He regularly voiced with clarity and depth the interests of his class; in 
doing so his remarks illuminated the revolutionary quality of Abolition- 
ism. In a debate on the Senate floor, 18 December 1837, Henry Clay of 
Kentucky had ventured the opinion that Abolitionism should be met by 
logic and reason. Calhoun would have none of this; he offered an inter- 
esting analogy to Clay, but received (and probably expected) no reply: 
“Suppose a petition were sent here to burn the manufactories of the 
North; would the Senator stop to reason about such a petition? Or that 
the property of the rich should be given to the poor; would he reason 
about that?” 

On 27 December 1837, Calhoun moved for consideration by the Sen- 
ate of five resolutions on abolition and the Union. Those held that the 
U.S. government was a federal one, created by states who joined “as 
free, independent and sovereign” entities, and did so in order to assure 
themselves of greater security against.all dangers “domestic as well as 
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foreign” (the emphasis is Calhoun’s). These states “retained, severally, 
the exclusive and sole nght over their own 1 domestic institutions and po- 
lice, and are alone responsible | for them.” Furthermore the féderal gov- 
ernment was “bound so to exercise its powers as to give, as far as may 
be practicable, increased security and stability to the.domestic.institu- 
tions. of.the States that compose the Union.” Slavery existed prior to and 
at the time of the Constitution’s adoption, and attacks upon it constituted 
“a violation of the most solemn obligations, moral and religious,” the last 
words throwing down the gauntlet to those arguing the immorality of 
slavery and its violation of basic religious teachings such as the Ten Com- 
mandments and the Sermon on the Mount. Any effort to terminate slav- 
ery in the states, the District of Columbia, or the territories or the 
passage of any measure to this effect “would be a direct and dangerous 
attack on the institutions of all the slaveholding States.” Finally, in a long 
passage challenging the Missouri Compromise of 1820 and prophesying 
its supercession by the legislation of the 1850s was the assertion that 
the Union rested upon the equality of all the states and that, therefore, 


to refuse to extend to the southern and western States any advantage which 
would tend to strengthen, or render these more secure, or increase their limits 
or population by the annexation of new territory or States, on the assumption or 
under the pretext that the institution of slavery, as it exists among them, is 
immoral or sinful, or otherwise obnoxious, would be contrary to that equality of 
rights and advantages which the Constitution was intended to secure alike to all 
the members of the Union, and would, in effect, disfranchise the slave-holding 
States, withholding from them the advantages, while it subjected them to the 
burdens of government. 


Only the final two resolutions touching the District of Columbia and 
the untrammeled nght of slavery’s expansion failed to receive a majority 
of the Senate’s vote. To implement all of them was the central effort of 
the slaveholding class in the subsequent decades; all gained approval by 
the administration of James Buchanan. All were to be undone, in blood, 
by the revolutionary war for the Union and the end of slavery, and by 
Lincoln’s time the inseparability of both had become apparent. 

In the debate on his resolutions, held in January 1838, Calhoun accused 
tormentors “of the Inquisition. Me: emphasized that whereas in the past 

“many in the South” had believed slavery to be “a moral and political evil,” 
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now he was sure “that folly and delusion are gone.”!* On the contrary, 
white southerners, he insisted (one suspects the insistence was to re- 
assure not only himself but all other white southerners), now saw slavery 
“in its true light,” namely, “as the most safe and stable basis for free 
institutions in the world.” 

Slavery had achieved this marvelous character because, said Calhoun, 
in his society there could not occur “the conflict . . . between capital and 
labor, which makes it so difficult to establish and maintain free institutions 
in all wealthy and civilized nations where such institutions as ours do not 
exist.” “Each plantation,” said Calhoun, “is a little community” whose 
“master . . . concentrates in himself the united interests of capital and 
labor.” Hence the state under.such circumstances. was “perfectly bar- 
monized” and the society.was.stable and subject.te-disturbance.anly by 
outsiders—a veritable land of milk and honey, magnolias.and moonlight. 

Further, “the blessing of this state of things extends beyond the limits 
of the South” for it made of that section the greatest conservative power, 
which prevented other portions, less fortunately constituted, from rush- 
ing into conflict. This “conflict in the North between labor and capital, 
which is constantly on the increase” found the slave South a great re- 
strainer of excesses which had served and would continue to serve as a 
preserver of “our free institutions” so long as Abolitionists—“mad- 
men”—were restrained. Precisely such restraint was the “highest and 
most solemn obligation that can be imposed on us as men and patriots.” 

It was during a later debate on the right of petition in the Senate (13 
February 1840) that Calhoun came closest to explicitly abandoning if not 
condemning the night of petition. He asserted then that “the very es- 
sence of a right of petition implies a request from an inferior to a supe- 
nor.” Sen. Daniel Webster of Massachusetts ventured to disagree; 
indeed he thought the right of petition, affirmed in the Bill of Rights, “was 
peculiar to free government.” 

Shortly thereafter one of those events took place that never failed to 
recur and to push the question of slavery to the forefront of public atten- 
tion. Early in 1840-the-UJ.S...brig,-dséexpeise, facing heavy seas and in 
danger of sinking, put in to the Bahamas. It was, of course, given succor 
by the British authorities and its cargo secured for the American owners. 
Part of what the owners thought to be cargo, however, was not so con- 
sidered by the authorities, Britain having completed the end of slavery 
in its West Indian colonies by 1838. The slaves, therefore, were held to 
be free by British law and a long diplomatic confrontation ensued (the 
Slaves were not returned). On 8 April 1840, Calhoun, provoked by this 
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episode, offered a major speech on the Senate floor. Somewhat new 
here was Calhoun’s insistence that, Britain being the world’s leading co- 
lonial power, it ill became her to pursue an antislavery line. This was 
true, Calhoun held, because colonialism did not differ from slavery. 
Specifically: 


If it be contrary to the laws of nature or nations for man to hold man in subjection 
individually, is it not equally contrary for a body of men to hold another in sub- 
jection? And if that be true, is it not so much so for one nation to hold another in 
subjection? If there be a difference, is not the right the more perfect in a people 
or a nation than in the individuals who compose it? 


One might expect Calhoun to have cited the experience of the United 
States vis-a-vis Great Britain. He refrained, however, perhaps because 
the language of the Declaration of Independence embarrassed him and 
his class and reflected the unfortunate “French extremism” that had af- 
flicted Thomas Jefferson. He cited, rather, the dependency of India, Can- 
ada, and Ireland upon Great Britain as illustrating his point. He, indeed, 
went further and applied the principle of dependency to internal British 
politics, suggesting it was redolent of the realities of slavery. “If the right 
of self-government,” he asked, “forbids the subjugation of one man to 
another, does it not equally forbid that of a small portion of the commu- 
nity over the residue?” Specifically, he warned the rulers of Great Brit- 
ain—and, by extension, his Senate colleagues: “You cannot make a 
monopoly of a principle so as to bend it for your benefit. It will be carried 
out to its ultimate results, when its reaction will be terrific on your social 
and political condition.” 

Calhoun warned that the Chartist movement, then shaking England, 
was the logical fruit of democracy. Talk in favor of and movements for 
independence, he continued, were threatening West Indian colonies, 
while intellectuals in Europe—France especially—were beginning to 
equate the absence of democracy with the presence of slavery. Calhoun’s 
point was that all this was logical. He warned that the London govern- 
ment in throwing diplomatic support on the side of antislavery “wars 
against herself.” Calhoun insisted: “The maxim she now pushes against 
others will, in turn, be pushed against her. She is preparing the way for 
universal discord within and without.” As for the Abolitionists at home, 
Calhoun dismissed them; they, he said, “have lost every feeling belong- 
ing to an American, and transferred their allegiance to a foreign power.” 

Potent as were Calhoun’s theoretical arguments, he did not confine 
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himself to that category. On the contrary, in his economic program, es- 
pecially that opposing a policy of protective tariffs as likely to inhibit for- 
eign trade, Calhoun emphasized the basic consequence of slave-grown 
produce in that regard. It was, as I have indicated, this economic thrust 
that was to have a strong influence nationally on the slave institution. 

For example, in a Senate debate on tariff proposals on 16 March 1842, 
Calhoun presented elaborate tables specifying year by year from 1820 
through 1840 the dollar value of exports of three main slave-grown 
crops—cotton, tobacco, and rice (omitting others, like sugar and hemp, 
that were not grown in his region of the South). Here it appeared, when 
one adds up his data, that in the years indicated exports of cotton 
were valued at $807,369,061; tobacco at $141,214,027; and rice at 
$44,042,958 for a total of $992,626,046—or just short of $1 billion, a 
colossal sum for that period. Indeed, a research assistant for Calhoun 
remarked that “more than three-fourths of the Domestic Exports of the 
U.S., therefore, are productions of slave labor.” 

Wilfred Carsel has shown that the counterattack by ideologists of the 
slaveholding class had reached this consensus by 1860: the condition of 
the so-called free workers in industrial society was abominable and was 
deteriorating; in actuality this free worker was enslaved at least as firmly 
as the South’s chattel slaves; and that, in fact, in terms of sheer existence 
“wage slavery was infinitely worse for the worker than chattel slavery.” 
He showed, also, the insistence by leading southern politicians—from 
Calhoun to James Hammond to Jefferson Davis—and leading southern 
ideologists—from George Fitzhugh to Edmund Ruffin—that the logic of 
Abolitionism was levelism, the annihilation of civilization defined as the 
private ownership of the means of production. Therefore, it was hoped 
that possessors of property—all forms of property—would unite to beat 
back the forces of anarchy. In such an effort the slave-owning system 
would be a basic ally of conservatism. '® 

F. W. Pickens, a representative from South Carolina, speaking in the 
House in 1836, declared that the few who dominated the social order 
were the “peculiar receptacles of the favors and blessings of an all-wise 
and all-pervading Providence.” Ali societies, he felt, consisted of those 
who owned the means of production and those who did not, and the 
latter, whether called laborers or slaves, were in fact in a condition of 
servitude. He concluded: “If laborers ever obtain the political power of a 
country, it is in fact in a state of revolution, which must end in substan- 
tially transferring property to themselves . . . unless those who have it 
shall appeal to the sword and a standing army to protect it.”"® 
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In the 1850s, this class position had become a commonplace of slavo- 
cratic propaganda. William Harper, a leading proslavery advocate, in his 
book published in Charleston in 1852, Pro Slavery Argument, said, “It is 
as much in the order of nature that men should enslave each other as 
that. animals should prey upon each other.” This idea permeated. the 
thinking of George Fitzhugh, one of the most influential of proslavery 
ideologists. Thus, for example, he wrote in Sociology for the South (Rich- 
mond, 1854), “Slavery will everywhere be abolished, or everywhere be 
re-instituted.” The Richmond Enquirer, two years later, unburdened it- 
self in paragraphs that Abolitionist and Republican party partisans were 
to reprint endlessly: “The great evil of Northern free society is that it is 
burdened with a servile class of mechanics and laborers unfit for self- 
government, and yet clothed with the attributes and powers of citi- 
zens, .. . Slavery is the natural and normal condition of the laboring 
man, whether white or black.” 

By the late 1840s and throughout the 1850s the slavocratic argument 
had reached the point where it was maintaining that chattel slavery was 
relative freedom and wage employment was true enslavement. Hence, 
James H. Hammond would assert, with a straight face, that if Great Brit- 
ain placed its working class in the condition of the slaves in the South, 
this “would be ......a most glorious act of emancipation.”"” Statements of 
this kind were what William Lloyd Garrison had in mind, when he wrote 
in a letter, 25 January 1858, that slavery was held-to be by. its defenders 
“the normal condition.of the laboring classes withqut regard to race or 
complexion: "!® 

Certainly, the 1857 Dred Scott decision of the U.S. Supreme Court 
not only denied citizenship to Afro-Americans as a principle of U.S. law 
but also nationalized slavery’s existence. With this accomplishment, the 
suppression.of antislavery efforts in Kansas was secured—in Washing- 
ton’s opinion. The Lecompton Constitution, fraudulently framed in Kan- 
sas in that same year, contained a provision that “the right of property is 
before and higher than any constitutional sanction, and the right of the 
owner of a slave to such slave and its increase is the same and as inviol- 
able as the right of the owner of any property whatsoever.” The same 
document affirmed that its provisions might be amended after 1864 by a 
two-thirds vote, “But no alteration shall be made to affect the nght of 
property in the ownership of slaves. ”!® 

This position was not held by “Border-State Ruffians” and proslavery 
fanatics only; it was the position of the Buchanan administration, too. (In 
1856, of Buchanan’s 174 electoral votes, 119 came from slave states.) 
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Buchanan’s newspaper, the Washington Union, declared editorially on 17 
November 1857 that.the protection of slave property was “the duty of 
Congress and_the, Legislatures.” Hence, concluded the.administration’s 
organ, “Every citizen of one State coming into another State.has, there- 
fore, a right to the protection of his person, and that property .which.is 
recognized as such by the.Constitution.of-the United States, any law of 
a State to the contrary notwithstanding. ””? This meant that not only were 
all laws or proposals geographically limiting the bounds of slavery illegal 
but that all state laws that in the past emancipated slaves were confis- 
catory and unconstitutional and that all laws then in force prohibiting slav- 
ery within a particular state were unconstitutional. 

The conclusion this argument led to was spelled out by Sen. Stephen 
Douglas of Illinois—whose_political life depended upon the viability of 
each state’s controlling institutions within its borders. It meant, he said 
in a major speech in the Senate on 22 March 1858, that a citizen of a 
slave state had_the.right-to.move into a free state like Illinois, bring his 
slaves with him, and settle with them therein. It meant the nationalizing 
of slavery; it meant an end to states’ rights; it meant that white people 
outside the South (as well as inside the South) were forbidden to inter- 
fere with the existence of slavery inside their own state. All this meant, 
said Douglas, that “a fatal blow [was] being struck at the sovereignty of 
the States of this Union, a death blow to States’ Rights, subversive of 
the Democratic platform.” Thus, ironically, Seward’s “higher law,” said 
Douglas, was being used not to choke slavery but to extend it, to make 
it inviolable, and to make unconstitutional all efforts to check its spread 
or to curtail its existence. Thus, mimicking Calhoun, Douglas now found 
himself saying, “I do not recognize the right of the President or his Cab- 
inet, no matter what my respect may be for them, to tell me my duty in 
the Senate chamber.” 

It was exactly the permanence and inviolability of chattel slavery that 
was inscribed in the Confederate Constitution. This was hailed by the 
Confederacy’s vice president; speaking in 1861, Alexander Stephens of 
Georgia said: 


a 


The new [Confederate] Constitution has put at rest forever all the agitating ques- 
tions relating to our peculiar institutions—Afncan slavery as it exists among us— 
the proper status of the negro in our form of civilization. . . . Our new Govern- 
ment is founded. . . upon the great truth that the negro is not the equal of the 
white man. That slavery—subordination to the superior race—is his natural and 
normal condition. 
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Stephens added, “We are now the nucleus of a growing power, which. . . 
will become the controlling power on this continent. ””! 

The latter remark was in keeping with the diplomacy and filibustering 
activities of partisans of slavery where its expansion was the central goal. 
The leading ideologist.of. secession, the. Virginian. Edmund Ruffin, in The 
Political Economy of Slavery (Washington, D.C., 1853), commented upon 

“the expediency and propriety of not only maintaining and preserving 
inviolate the existing condition of African slavery, but of its being ex- 
tended to wherever the condition of the earth and its inhabitants would 
be manifestly improved thereby,” like “nearly all Spanish America.” Thus 
Lincoln in his “a house divided” speech of 16 June 1858 and Seward in 
his “irrepressible conflict” address of 25 October 1858 were referring to 
what by then had become the well-known theme of the most fervent 
proslavery advocates which was applied to the Republic itself—either all 
slave or all free.” 

Abolitionists themselves were aware of their opponents’ property- 
defense stance, and several responded to it in militant terms. One of the 
most articulate on this matter, as on so much else, was Wendell Phillips; 
his perceptions of this crucial question of property rights were sharpened 
by his experiences in Europe. Such travel had a similar impact upon 
others, including Garrison and Douglass. Typical was Phillips’s letter to 
Garrison from England (published in the Liberator, 6 May 1841) to the 
effect that the wealthy were likely to find their property rights “infringed 
upon . . . whenever the owner allows the siren voice of his own tastes 
to drown out the cries of another’s necessities.” 

Some Abolitionists—John A. Collins and Adin Ballou are examples— 
allowed their Abolitionism to be swallowed up in a generalized concern 
about the impoverished. Both became utopian socialists, the first found- 
ing a colony in upstate New York and Ballou following suit in Connecticut. 
Thus, by the mid-1840s, both had withdrawn from effective participation 
in Abolitionism. Others, however, remained very effective leaders of Ab- 
olitionism while their growing awareness of the generalized question of 
property and of the economic grounding of effective freedom, as well as 
a class consciousness, moved them toward socialism. This kind of de- 
velopment was reflected in the thinking, for instance, of Wendell Phillips, 
Lydia Maria Child, Theodore Weld, and George W. Julian. 

In the case of Lydia Maria Child one finds her writing, in a letter dated 
5 June 1861, “that carpenters, weavers, etc., are often real princes in 
disguise. The longer I live,” she continued, “the more entirely and in- 
tensely do my sympathies go with the masses.” She saw the Civil War 
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itself increasingly in class terms (as did Harnet Beecher Stowe) with 
those supporting the Confederacy wanting “a demarcation of classes so 
strong, that the common people should be allowed to know only just 

r enough to serve the aristocracy faithfully.” Again, a little later, on 1 Sep- 
tember 1861: “Aristocracy is always my aversion, whether in the form 
of English noble, Southern planter, or Boston respectable. . . . I hon- 
estly believe in the dignity of labor.” Toward the close of her life, Child 
became a partisan of what she called “co-operation,” which she thought, 
writing on 10 August 1880, was “the only way to solve the troublesome 
problem between labor and capital.” Sharing the profits of production had 
to replace wage labor, she decided.” 

By 1863, Theodore Weld was affirming that his opposition to chattel 

+ slavery had matured into opposition against “aristocracy, caste, monop- 
oly, exclusive privilege and prerogative.” And William Henry Seward, the 
New York Republican party leader, said in 1860, a year before becoming 
Lincoln’s secretary of state, “It is an eternal question between classes— 
between the few privileged and the many unprivileged—the eternal 
question between aristocracy and democracy.” 

Characteristic of Abolitionist belief on the nature of the Civil War was 
Douglass’s remark that so far as the Confederacy was concerned, its 
leaders wanted slavery to be national and “freedom nowhere”; they 
wanted a society “in which the capitalist shall own the laborer” and non- 
slaveholders would be dismissed as “poor white trash.”” 

The continuity between Abolitionism and consequent forms of struggle 
against propertied privilege was expressed with sparking clarity by 
George W. Julian of Ohio, one of the most influential of political Aboli- 
tionists, in a statement published by the Chicago Tribune, 16 June 1874: 
“The abolition of poverty is the next work in order and the Abolitionist 
who does not see this fails to grasp the logic of the Anti-Slavery move- 
ment, and calls a halt to the inevitable march of progress.” Julian went 
on: “African slavery was simply one form of domination-ef.capital over 
the poor. . . The system of Southern slavery was the natural outgrowth 
of that generally accepted political philosophy which makes the protection 
of property the chief end of government.” Julian specifically urged the 
“working classes” to “wage war against the new forms of slavery which 
are everywhere insidiously entrenching themselves behind the power of 
combined capital, and barring the door against the principle of equal 
nghts. "6 

Wendell Phillips also saw clearly the connection between attacking the 
ownership of slaves and attacking the ownership of the means. of produc- 
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tion in general. Thus, in the National Anti-Slavery Standard, 21 Novem- 
ber 1868, Phillips proposed not so much an income tax as a system of 
taxation on capital itself that was confiscatory. He suggested it would be 
salutary if there were adopted a system whose result would be to “tax 
every man who owns more than three hundred acres at a rate doubling 
and trebling for each additional three hundred; tax every man who has 
more than one hundred thousand dollars at a rate doubling and quadru- 
pling for every additional one hundred thousand, until the Treasury 
bursts with the means to clean off the debt in twenty years.” For the 
post—Civil War South, Phillips proposed not only an egalitarian and polit- 
ically democratic social order; he also suggested during and immediately 
after the war, a constitutional anendment making adequate and universal 
education a responsibility of the federal government, permanently disen- 
franchising all leading secessionists, and confiscating the plantations and 
dividing the land among the freed people and among immigrants. He 
wanted an educated, politically empowered, and economically secure 
mass population in the South—and in the North.”’ 

Phillips’s radical postwar projections were not only anticipated by his 
thoroughgoing radicalism expressed with increasing intensity in the 
1840s and 1850s but made explicit during the war years, when his influ- 
ence in particular and that of Abolitionism in general was at its height. In 
his “war for the Union” speech (Boston, 8 December 1861), he warned: 
“An aristocracy rooted in wealth, with its network spread over all social 
life, its poison penetrating every fibre of society, is the hardest possible 
evil to destroy.” He was sure, this early in the war, that its essence was 
“the great struggle between the disguised aristocracy and the democracy 
of America.”” 
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Although a considerable portion of the leadership of the Abolitionists was 
made up of fairly well-to-do people, like Arthur and Lewis Tappan, Wen- 
dell Phillips, Maria Weston Chapman, Gerrit Smith, others, like William 
Lloyd Garrison, Lucretia Mott, and Lydia Maria Child, were not. Prac- 
tically all the black leaders were nonpropertied people. This was true of 
such former slaves as Frederick Douglass and Sojourner Truth, although 
a few who had always been free, like Robert Purvis and James Forten, 
were comparatively well off. 

But the rank and file, both white and Afro-American, who made up the 
bulk of the original few thousands and then the tens and hundreds of 
thousands who formed the membership of the Abolitionist movement, 
were neither of the bourgeoisie nor among wealthy professionals. 

Abolitionists, basing their judgments on their experiences, often made 
sharp distinctions in their attitudes toward the efforts of rich and poor. 
Lydia Maria Child was explicit on this point. Writing to her brother on 25 
September 1835, she said, “We should be little troubled with mobs if 
people called respectable did not give them their sanction,” an observa- 
tion confirmed, as we shall see, by later investigators. A little later, on 
19 December, to the same correspondent, she wrote: 


What is the root of the difficulty on this great question of abolition? It is not with 
the farmers, it is not with the mechanics. The majority of their voices would be 
on the right side if the question were fairly brought before them; and the con- 
Sciousness that such would be the result creates the earnest desire to stop dis- 
cussion. No. No! It is not these who are to blame for the persecution suffered 
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by the abolitionists. Manufacturers who supply the South, merchants who trade 
with the South, ministers settled at the South, and editors patronized by the 
South, are the ones who really promote mobs. Withdraw the aristocratic influ- 
ence, and I should be perfectly easy to trust the cause to the good feeling of the 
people.’ 


Douglass, accepting an invitation in 1852 from the Garrisonian West- 
ern Anti-Slavery Society and seeking to allay differences between himself 
and Garrison, urged the need for unity, despite particular differences, in 
the antislavery crusade. “Both men and women,” he said, must exert the 
utmost energy: 


It is the poor man’s work. The rich and noble will not do it. I know what it is to 
get a living by rolling casks on the wharves, and sweeping chimneys, and such 
like, and this makes me able to sympathize with the poor, and the bound every- 
where. It is not to the rich that we are to look but to the poor, to the hardhanded 
working men of the country; these are the men who are to come to the rescue 
of the slave.’ 


This point was made not only by Abolitionists but also by respectable 
figures like Daniel Webster, U.S. senator from Massachusetts, whose 
own retainers from wealthy constituents reinforced his awareness of the 
power of economic interest. Speaking in the Senate on 7 March 1850, 
Webster noted that in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries 
slavery was frequently denounced by leading southern personalities, 
whereas “it has now become an institution, a cherished institution there; 
no evil, no scourge, but a great religious, social, and moral blessing.” 
How account for this dramatic change? “I suppose this, sir, is owing to 
the sudden uprising and rapid growth of the cotton plantations of the 
South.” Whereas sixty years ago, he continued, cotton exports from the 
United States were “hardly more than forty or fifty thousand dollars a 
year,” they had now reached about “a hundred millions of dollars.” This, 
together with the millions represented by the cotton manufacturers and 
shipping interests of the North, had produced an economic interest of 
transcendent influence. 

James H. Hammond of South Carolina, a major slaveholder, power- 
ful politician, and ideologist for his class, commented in 1845 on the 
extreme bitterness marking the exchanges between slaveholders and 
Abolitionists: 
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But if your course was wholly different—if you distilled nectar from your lips and 
discoursed sweetest music, could you reasonably indulge the hope of accomplish- 
ing your object by such means? Nay, supposing that we were all convinced, and 
thought of Slavery precisely as you do, at what era of “moral suasion” do you 
imagine you could prevail on us to give up a thousand millions of dollars in the 
value of our slaves, and a thousand millions of dollars in the depreciation of our 
lands, in consequence of the want of laborers to cultivate them?° 


In the North, there were both manufacturers who used slave-grown 
cotton in their businesses and the merchant bourgeoisie whose interests 
were centered in such ports as Baltimore, Philadelphia, and, especially, 
New York. Their ships hauled not only the cotton but also the rice, sugar, 
hemp, and tobacco wrung from the slaves’ labor. Thus, most of these 
merchants in the decades before the Civil War allied themselves with the 
immediate exploiters of the Afro-American people. So it was that a part- 
ner in a large New York mercantile house summoned the outstanding 
Garrisonian Samuel J. May to him in 1835 and, according to the latter, 
said that he and his colleagues understood that slavery was, of course, 
“a great evil and a great wrong.” But, he continued, it seemed to have 
been consented to by the founders of the Republic and to have been 
“provided for in the Constitution of our Union’—a point hotly contested 
by non-Garrisonian Abolitionists. The main point was this, said the 
merchant: 


A great portion of the property of the Southerners is invested under its sanction, 
and the business of the North as well as of the South, has become adjusted to it. 
There are millions upon millions of dollars due from the Southerners to the mer- 
chants and mechanics of this city alone, the payment of which would be jeopard- 
ized by a rupture between the North and the South. 


To this merchant, the conclusion was obvious: 


We cannot afford, sir, to let you and your associates succeed in your endeavor 
to overthrow slavery. It is not a matter of principle with us. It is a matter of 
business necessity. We cannot afford to let you succeed. And I have called you 
Out to let you know, and to let your fellow laborers know, that we do not mean 
to let you succeed. We mean, sir, to put you Abolitionists down—by fair means, 
if we can, by foul means, if we must.‘ 
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It was not only the southern slaveholder, then, who was aware that 
the philosophy of Abolitionism—its egalitarianism and, especially, its sub- 
ordination of property rights to human rights—represented a basic threat 
to a social order based upon the latter. 

When the institution of slavery was questioned following the slave up- 
rising led by Nat Turner in Virginia in 1831, a Virginian minced no words 
in his reply: 


This one thing we wish to be understood and remembered—that the Constitution 
of this State, has made Tom, Dick, and Harry, property—it has made Polly, 
Nancy, and Molly, property and be that property an evil, a curse, or what not, we 
intend to hold it. Property, which is considered the most valuable by the owners 
of it, is a nice thing; and for the right thereto, to be called in question by an 
unphilosophic set of political mountebanks, under the influence of supernatural 
agency or deceit, is insufferable.® 


Somewhat later John W. Underwood, a major slaveholder and politician 
from Georgia, warned, as had Calhoun, that the “same torch” which, 
wielded by Abolitionists, threatened to consume the fabric of the slave 
South would one day “also cause the northeastern horizon to coruscate 
with the flames of northern palaces.”® The essence of the matter was 
put even more dramatically by the ecclesiastical and educational leader 
of South Carolina Dr. James H. Thornwell in 1850: “The parties in this 
conflict are not merely Abolitionists and slaveholders—they are atheists, 
socialists, communists, red republicans, Jacobins on the one side, and 
the friends of order and regulated freedom on the other. In one word, 
the world is the battleground—Christianity and atheism the combatants; 
and the progress of humanity the stake.”’ 

It was in the final decade of slavery’s existence that Marxism made its 
appearance in the United States, and this by no means excluded the 
South. There were small organized Marxist groups not only in New York, 
Pennsylvania, and New England but also in Maryland, Virginia, Ken- 
tucky, Missouri, Louisiana, and Texas. In the latter state, serving twenty 
thousand refugees from the 1848 revolution in Germany, was Adolph 
Douai’s San Antonio Zeitung, which described itself as a social-demo- 
cratic newspaper. Within one year of its existence, the Austin State 
Times (19 May 1854) was suggesting: “The contiguity of the San Antonio 
River to the Zeitung office, we think suggests the suppression of that 
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paper; pitch in. ” A year later, the paper closed and Douai fled for his life 
to Philadelphia. * 

German working-class organizations, heavily influenced by Marxism, 
existed in St. Louis, Baltimore, and Louisville by 1850, and in 1851 a 
German Social-Democratic Association appeared in Richmond. It was de- 
nounced intermittently for the next few years by the local respectable 
press. A distinctly radical paper, Der Wecker (The Awakener), was es- 
tablished in Baltimore by Carl Heinrich Schnauffer, poet and refugee from 
the 1848 revolution. This paper, like social-democratic colleagues and 
groups in other southern areas, not only denounced slavery and urged 
its abolition; it also called for the formation of trade unions, an eight-hour 
day, and universal suffrage. After Schnauffer’s death in 1854, the paper 
was edited by his widow for three years and then until Apnl 1861 by 
Wilhelm Rapp, another revolution refugee and president of Baltimore’s 
Turnerbund. A mob drove Rapp from the city that spring. 

A newspaper of similar character was founded by still another refugee 
in Louisville in 1854. The Herold des Westens, edited by Kari Heinzen (an 
early associate of Karl Marx who later turned against Marxism), de- 
nounced slavery, called for “the protection of the laboring classes from 
the capitalists,” and advocated universal suffrage, including the enfran- 
chisement of women. It demanded the enactment of minimum-wage and 
maximum-hour laws, and the granting, without charge, of public lands to 
bona fide settlers. A similarly inclined newspaper, the Deutsche Zeitung, 
appeared about this time in New Orleans; in 1856 it boldly supported the 
Republican candidate, John C. Fremont, for president and advocated his 
party’s slogan: “Free Soil, Free Speech, Free Men.”® 

The program of the Richmond Social-Democratic Association, as put 
forth in 1854, epitomized the program of the Marxist and near-Marxist 
southern groups prior to the Civil War. Here again the first demand was 
that of the Abolitionist—the immediate emancipation of the slaves—thus 
suggesting to the ideologists of the slaveholding classes the identity be- 
tween Abolitionism and what they called, as we have seen, levelism, 
agrarianism, socialism, and communism. The association called not only 
for slavery’s termination but also for the nationalization of railroads, bet- 
ter conditions for the working class with an eight-hour day for adults and 
a five-hour day for children, the development of trade unions, a mechan- 
ics’ lien law, free public education, abolition of imprisonment for debt, 
and a revision of the system of taxation so that it would be based on the 
Capacity to pay. It advocated the popular election of all officeholders by 
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universal suffrage, with the power of recall vested in the electorate. This 
program was published (and so preserved) as an exhibition of horrors 
and the logical tendency of Abolitionism in a speech by Rep. W. R. Smith 
of Alabama made in the House on 15 January 1855. !° 

The appearance of Marxian and social-democratic associations, pro- 
grams, and organs in the South in the last fifteen years of slavery’s ex- 
istence represented the left wing of a widespread class consciousness 
which characterized internal southern politics during that period."! It pro- 
duced a mounting uneasiness on the part of slave owners as to the trust- 
worthiness of southern white laborers, mechanics, and small farmers; it 
contributed to the appearance in these years of the conviction that slav- 
ery was the proper condition for the laboring population without regard 
to complexion. Indeed, it was insisted by some influential ideologues of 
the slaveholding South that—whatever its name—slavery, in fact, was 
the condition of laboring people everywhere. Well publicized by Aboli- 
tionists and Republicans alike, this argument was consequential in deep- 
ening the opposition of organized labor and the working class to slavery 
and to continued political domination by slaveholding interests. Inter- 
twined was a growing awareness on the part of Abolitionists of the ap- 
palling conditions faced by nonslave working people in Europe and the 
United States. 

Wendell Phillips addressed himself to this question a generation after 
the Civil War. He wrote to his black friend and comrade Robert Purvis 
on 4 December 1883: “Let it not be said that the old Abolitionist stopped 
with the Negro and was never able to see that the same principle he had 
advocated at such cost claimed his utmost attention to protect all labor, 
white and black, and to further the discussion of every claim of down- 
trodden humanity.” 

Phillips’s recent biographer, James B. Stewart, states that this picture 
is “inaccurate for the anti-slavery movement as a whole.” Stewart’s 
opinion may be widely held, but Phillips’s view may be closer to the truth 
than most histonans think. The contemporary evidence does show that 
some Abolitionists, like Phillips and Garrison, were impatient with those 
who would equate the conditions—hard as they were—of wage laborers 
with that of workers who, with their children, were the actual property 
of their boss. These Abolitionists feared, especially early in the move- 
ment’s existence, that competing calls, such as those of wage workers, 
might detract from the energy and effectiveness of the antislavery move- 
ment. At the same time, there existed, among some labor leaders and 
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organizations, not only racism but a certain resentment of those who 
could loudly lament sufferings hundreds of miles away and turn a blind 
eye to terrible conditions afflicting both adults and children within walking 
distance of their homes. 

Yet Abolitionism was afire with egalitarianism, democratic fervor, and 
hatred of injustice; working people in facing their own problems did come 
to see the mutuality of the fight against chattel slavery and against the 
untrammeled exploitation of the wage worker that characterized capital- 
ism in the nineteenth century. The great body of adherents of the anti- 
slavery movement were black and white folk with working-class ties; nor 
were the Abohitionist rural workers part of the affluent landed and farm- 
ing interests. The most avid opponents of Abolitionism were the rich— 
the slaveowners and their lackeys, the merchants and their servitors, 
the dominant figures in politics, the press, the churches, and the schools. 

Theodore M. Hammett has examined the occupational breakdown of 
1,155 signers of an anti-Abolitonist petition in Boston in August 1835. 
He found that merchants, manufacturers, bankers, government officials, 
and professionals made up 74.5 percent of the total with the first group 
alone accounting for almost 54 percent. He quoted the Boston Advocate 
of 23 October 1835: “When the mob burnt down the convent, all the 
Boston papers raved a month about it; the aristocracy were in favor of 
the convent. When a mob attacks the female members of the Anti-Slav- 
ery Society, the same papers say it is a fine affair, a gentlemanly mob. 
The aristocracy are opposed to the anti-slavery women.”" 

The observations of Abolitionist leaders, in fact, are filled with con- 
demnation of the frightful conditions existing among working people both 
in the United States and in Europe. As early as September 1832, Gar- 
rison wrote from Providence, Rhode Island (published in the Liberator, 
13 October 1832), that he was pleased to see the great productive power 
of the impressive factories in that city. But, he added, his pleasure was 
“mingled with pain—for I fear it will be found in almost every instance, 
that an exorbitant exaction of labor and time is required of the operatives; 
that the education of the children is neglected; and that unnecessarily 
severe regulations are made for the government of the factories.” Gar- 
‘ison added that he favored the efforts being made to reduce working 
hours; he thought anything in excess of the ten-hour day then being de- 
Mmanded “is, I conceive, a pitiful fraud and wretched economy. Ample 
respite is needed to restore the wasted energies of the body and the 
buoyancy of the spirit, and to cultivate the mind.” He concluded: “Let 
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our rich capitalists beware how they grind the face of the poor; for 
oppression injures the value of labor, begets resentment, produces tu- 
mults, and is hateful in the sight of God.” 

To his staunchest supporter, his wife, Helen Benson Garrison, he 
wrote from New York City on 20 May 1840: 


Here Mammon rules in filthy splendor, and Humanity finds none to sympathize 
with it. Allis heartless, selfish, exclusive. I am writing in Wall Street, where the 
money-changers congregate, and where affluence and beggary are seen side by 
side, but acknowledging no relationship by creation, and at mutual enmity with 
each other. It is nghtly named Wall-street, for those who habitually occupy it in 
quest of riches at the expense of mankind, are walled in from the sympathies of 
human nature, and their hearts are as fleshless and hard as the paving-stones on 
which they tread, or the granite and marble buildings which they have erected 
and dedicated to their idol Gain. '4 


Garrison’s visits to Great Britain intensified his class consciousness. 
After the second of these visits, he wrote to Samuel J. May from Boston 
on 6 September 1840: “I could not enjoy the beautiful landscapes of Eng- 
land, because of the suffering and want staring me in the face, on the 
one hand, and the opulence and splendor dazzling my vision, on the 
other. . . . nine-tenths of mankind are living in squalid poverty and abject 
servitude in order to sustain in idleness and profligacy the one-tenth.” 

In a similar vein, he wrote his English friend, Elizabeth Pease, from 
Boston on 28 February 1843: 


The present condition of England strikes me not only as extremely melancholy, 
but as absolutely frightful. What a spectacle, in a country famous for its industry 
and fertility, to see vast multitudes of the people famishing for bread! What is to 
be the end of all this? Of all your reform parties, not one goes far enough—not 
one is based on the broad, immovable foundation of human rights—not one raises 
the standard of Christian revolt against the powers of darkness. 

The repeal of the Corn Laws may do something for the relief of the people— 
the extension of the right of suffrage may ultimately do more; but these measures 
are not radical, only palliative . . . but there is nothing so good as a blow aimed 
at the night source. The people are crished beneath an overgrown monarchy and 
a bloated aristocracy, and are the victims of an atrocious alliance between Church 
and State. Why not then boldly aim for these?!® 


R. J. M. Blackett has shown, also, that British workers were espe- 
cially attracted to the arguments of visiting Abolitionists from the United 
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States. He emphasized, in this regard, the great impact made by the 
numerous black Americans who lectured to tens of thousands in Britain. 
For British workers, Blackett reported, these Afro-Americans “symbol- 
ized successful resistance to oppression” and inspired their struggles 
against what they called their own “enslavement”. Not only did these 
workers crowd the lecture halls presenting visiting American Abolition- 
ists—particularly blacks—but the narratives of fugitive slaves were “best 
sellers” among them.” 

Frederick Douglass spoke to an audience of workers when he deliv- 
ered his speech on “The 1848 Revolution in France,” in Rochester, 27 
April 1848. He hailed the overthrow, the preceding February, of Louis 
Philippe’s monarchy and the provisional government’s decree, the next 
month, of measures for the termination of slavery in France’s colonies. 
Having in mind plans announced by the new government for “national 
workshops,” for the “nght to work,” and even for a “worker’s parlia- 
ment,” Douglass observed that in his audience “in all sides” are the work- 
ing men and mechanics “of the city.” They are excited, said Douglass, 
“because they sense in the French events more than the mere establish- 
ment of a Republic”; they feel that France “is aiming not only to establish 
a government of equality for herself, but takes into view the rights of 
laboring men, as well as those of other men.” 

The universality of Garrison’s concern is indicated in a letter to Levi 
Woodbury (former governor of New Hampshire and secretary of the 
treasury) on 14 March 1845, which he wrote to protest the annexation 
of Texas. He included a condemnation of “our horrid cruelties” toward 
Native American peoples: “spilling their blood, and conspiring for their 
extermination. ”!° 

Once again in London, Garrison expressed in his correspondence his 
fervent partisanship for the Chartist movement as one favoring the cause 
of working people—for instance, in a letter to his wife on 3 September 
1846.” Garrison was also acutely aware, of course, of the slaveholders’ 
developing propaganda to the effect that slavery was, in fact, “the normal 
condition of the laboring classes without regard to race or complexion,” 
as he wrote to the Vermont minister Nathan B. Johnston on 25 January 
1858; it showed the democratic universality of the movement to end 
chattel slavery.2! And Abby Kelley, one of the most militant of Abolition- 
ists, wrote in 1843, in identical terms with Garrison, of “those terrible 
manufactories where the operatives starve, or suffer, while the manu- 
facturer rolls in luxury.” 

Even prior to an organized national movement against slavery, trade 











44 Abolitionism 


unions of Massachusetts had submitted, in 1830, to that state’s legisla- 
ture what was called the “Workingman’s Prayer.” It included this sen- 
tence: “May the foul stain of slavery be blotted out of our fair 
escutcheon; and our fellow men, not only declared to be free and equal, 
but actually enjoy that freedom and equality to which they are entitled by 
nature.” 

Moreover, the organized Abolitionist movement was aware of the 
close relationship between its effort and that of the working-class move- 
ment, the latter still in its infancy. The Middlesex County Anti-Slavery 
Society, meeting in 1846 in what was then the heart of the factory sys- 
tem, Lowell, Massachusetts, urged support of “the workingmen and me- 
chanics” since “they themselves are the victims of oppression and are 
therefor specially called upon to remember that those that are in bonds 
are bound with them; because it is impossible for them to obtain their 
just rights so long as the vast body of southern laborers are held and 
driven as beasts of burden; because there must be chains for all or liberty 
for all” (Liberator, 8 May 1846).”4 

And the Massachusetts Anti-Slavery Society, early in 1849, adopted 
the following resolution: 


Whereas the rights of the laborer at the North are identical with those of the 
Southern slave, and cannot be obtained as long as chattel slavery rears its hydra 
head in our land; and whereas, the same arguments which apply to the situation 
of the crushed slave, are also in force in reference to the condition of the North- 
ern laborer—although in a less degree; therefore, Resolved, That it is equally 
incumbent upon the working men of the North to espouse the cause of the eman- 
cipation of the slave and upon Abolitionists to advocate the claims of the free 
laborer.”° 


There is evidence, too, of this kind of understanding among working- 
class people. Thus, for example, in 1836, the Working Men’s Association 
of England asked workers in the United States: “Why, when she [the 
United States] has afforded a home and an asylum for the destitute and 
oppressed among all nations, should oppression in her own land be le- 
galized and bondage tolerated?” Lewis Gunn, an outstanding labor leader 
in Pennsylvania, when transmitting this to the United States through the 
pages of a Philadelphia working-class newspaper, the National Leader 
(13 September 1836), wrote: “Our voice should thunder from Maine to 
Georgia, and from the Atlantic to the Mississippi—the voice of a nation 
of Republicans and Christians demanding with all the power of moral 
authority, demanding the immediate liberation of the bondsmen.” 
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Nor did one have to be formally part of the Abolitionist movement to 
see a connection between upholding slavery and demeaning working peo- 
ple in general. Walt Whitman, for example, penned these lines in an ed- 
itorial in the Brooklyn (New York) Eagle, 12 September 1847: “Slavery 
is a good thing (viewed partially) to the rich—the one out of thousands; 
but it is destructive to the dignity and independence of all who work, and 
to labor itself.” 


Louis Filler, in his helpful study of Abolitionism published in 1960, wrote 
that “it would misconstrue” that movement “not to appreciate its roots 
in ordinary people.” Several participants in their reminiscences made the 
same point.” 

Thomas Wentworth Higginson, a militant and effective Abolitionist, in 
his memoirs published in 1898 remarked: “The anti-slavery movement 
was not strongest in the educated classes, but was primarily a people’s 
movement, based in the simplest human instincts and far stronger for a 
time in the factories and shoe-shops than in the pulpits and colleges.” 
This observation flowed from Higginson’s considerable personal experi- 
ence, including his dismissal in 1849 as minister of the Newburyport 
(Mass. ) Unitarian Church because of his vigorous antislavery views. He 
wrote: “Not a dozen are really opposed to me, but they have all the 
wealth. Oh Christian Church!” Higginson noted, too, that hostility to Ab- 
olitionism in Boston, especially prior to the 1850s, was very great—its 
conscience was paralyzed, he believed, because its bankers and mer- 
chants felt themselves tied to slavery economically. Worcester, on the 
other hand, Massachusetts’s second city, had a general sympathy for 
Abolitionism because it served as a trading center for many of the state’s 
smaller farmers and because in its recently established factories many of 
its “workers took turns reading Abolitionist tracts during working hours.” 

Higginson’s encounter with the wealthy members of his congregation 
reflected the typical response of that class. Other antislavery divines 
suffered similar class persecution, including the Reverend Asa Bronson, 
pastor of the First Baptist Church in Fall River, Massachusetts, vice 
President of the Bristol County Anti-Slavery Society, and a supporter of 
labor's demand for a shorter workday. He was dismissed from his pas- 
torate in 1844 by “a few of our aristocratic manufacturers, who love 
Wealth more than justice.” 

The late Edward Magdol’s last work was a valuable study of the social 
composition of signers of antislavery petitions in Fall River, Lynn, Spring- 
field, and Worcester, Massachusetts, and Rome, Schenectady, and 
Utica, New York. Although he found a considerable participation by what 
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he called middle-class folk and a relatively small percentage of the so- 
called elite, he identified a “preponderance of artisans and working-class 
petitioners”; indeed, “the bulk of the petitioners held no assessable real 
estate.” In one detailed study, Magdol found that 60 percent of signers 
of antislavery petitions in the 1830s “were propertyless” and of those 
who did own property, the vast majority had “very modest holdings’— 
in the range of under five-hundred dollars. As a body—referring to anti- 
slavery men—the signers “owned less than their fellow citizens.” And a 
great many women signers, as in Lowell and Lynn, were “weavers, spin- | 
ners, and machine tenders.” Leaders in the Lynn Female Society and the 
Saugus Female Society—workers’ organizations—simultaneously were 
leaders in their respective towns’ women’s antislavery societies, as in 
the cases of Miriam B. Johnson of Lynn and Martha B. C. Hawks of 
Saugus.** Similarly, Eric Foner has noted that “in New York City the 
largest number of signers of Abolitionist petitions in me 1830s were the 
city’s artisans. ”*° 

The evidence confirms the views of Wendell Phillips and Thomas 
Wentworth Higginson—despite dissenting opinion from a considerable 
number of historians—that the propertyless, the workers, artisans, and 
poorer farmers formed the vast majority of the mass following without 
which Abolitionism would have been inconsequential. 


Conversely, the propertied in the North—especially until the mid and 
late 1840s when socioeconomic and demographic developments altered 
alignments—formed the main bulwark of anti-Abolitionist strength. 
These included leading figures in education, religion, politics, the press, 
and the economy. They were the main supporters of the slave owners 
and the major organizers of anti-Abolitionist and racist propaganda and 
assaults in the North. They acted, as we have seen, quite consciously 
out of class and business motivations. Much of their activity was collec- 
tively organized, deliberately financed, and maliciously conceived, and 
included palpably criminal behavior, sometimes even murder—and in the 
case of pogroms, mass murder. In opposing the revolutionary movement 
of Abolitionism, the propertied leaders not only showed contempt for life 
and limb but also manifested their scorn for elementary democratic pre- 
cepts, such as freedom of speech, petition, and assembly, and for the 
legal and constitutional conduct of government. 

Lydia Maria Child wrote in a letter to her brother, Convers Francis, 
on 25 September 1835, “We should be little troubled with mobs if people 
called respectable did not give them their sanction.”*! Later Theodore 
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Weld wrote to his wife, Angelina Grimké Weld, on 15 January 1842, “The 
city authorities themselves, the bankers and brokers, were the leaders 
of the mob against the abolitionists.”3? The postmaster general of the 
United States defended the mob-looting of the mail in Charleston in 1835 
and the burning of Abolitionist literature, and President Jackson himself, 
in an address of 4 March 1837 (drafted by his attorney general, Roger 
B. Taney), denounced Abolitionists in the most provocative terms and 
defended those who, in the name of the sanctity of property, slandered 
the Abolitionists. 

The mob that attacked Lovejoy’s newspaper in 1837 in Alton, Illinois, 
consisted of the respectable leaders of the town as well as lumpen figures 
encouraged by them.*’ That mob and their violence were compared fa- 
vorably to the leaders of the revolution in Massachusetts by that state’s 
attorney general at a public meeting in Faneuil Hall. It was that slander 
that provoked Wendell Phillips’s great counterspeech and helped com- 
mence his invaluable participation in the crusade. 

Mob assaults against Abolitionists and black people in general were 
orchestrated in such cities as New York City in July 1834, Philadelphia in 
August 1834, Utica, New York, in October 1835, Boston during the same 
month, St. Louis in May 1836, and Cincinnati in July 1836. As Leonard 
L. Richards has shown, similar racist mobs wreaked havoc at least 7 
times between 1812 and 1819 and 21 times between 1820 and 1829.4 
The high point, however, came in the 1830s when, according to press 
reports, at least 115 mob assaults occuxred nationwide. These tapered 
off, as the movement against slavery matured and the conditions in the 
North altered; even so, from 1840 to 1849 another 64 such outrages 
were reported. 

Typically, Richards wrote, “crowds gathered to hear mayors and 
aldermen, bankers and lawyers, ministers and priests denounce the Ab- 
olitionists as amalgamationists, dupes, fanatics, foreign agents, and in- 
cendiaries.” He said that “In nine cases out of ten the mobs involved 
explicit planning and organization.” Participants always included “many 
Prominent and articulate men—doctors and lawyers, merchants and 
bankers, judges and Congressmen.” The murderous outbreaks were de- 
fended in terms reminiscent of those employed by equally eminent fig- 
ures who, in later generations, defended lynching. For example, the 
Owner of the New York Herald, James Gordon Bennett, denounced on 1 
September 1835 the “few thousand crazy-headed blockheads”—Aboli- 
ttonists—who frightened the millions of decent folk until the latter acted: 


“the ordinary operation of laws against evil-doers are thrown aside as too 
slow.” 
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There are many examples of what Richards described. An assault upon 
Abolitionists who planned to meet at Clinton Hall in New York City, 2 
October 1833, was carefully orchestrated the day before in the office of 
James Watson Webb’s influential paper, the New York Courier and En- 
quirer, with leading citizens participating. Posters plastered about the 
city hours before the meeting and Webb’s newspaper that morning called 
for protesters to gather. A mob of fifteen hundred made the Clinton Hall 
meeting impossible; when the Abolitionists tried to assemble elsewhere, 
rejection from Tammany Hall hangers-on, plus prominent political fig- 
ures, stopped them. Richards reports that this was charactenstic: a 
“substantial amount of prior coordination and design,” and participation 
by “many leading citizens” seeking “to preserve the status quo and their 
own supremacy” was normal. 

The very destructive mob attack against Abolitionists in Utica, New 
York, in October 1835 was provoked by calls for lynch mobs by leading 
newspapers. Heading the assaulters was Samuel Beardsley, then a mem- 
ber of Congress, and soon to be New York’s attorney general and later 
chief justice of the state’s Supreme Court. The action itself was publicly 
defended by the powerful Silas Wright, U.S. senator from New York. 
This was, writes Richards, the “basic model” for the fierce Ohio mob of 
July 1836 who destroyed James G. Birney’s newspaper, the Philanthro- 
pist; again, actually participating were the mayor, a bank president, and 
a former U.S. senator. Here the Cincinnati ghetto itself was assaulted. 
The same pattern marked the 1837 attack in Alton and the martyrdom 
of Elijah Lovejoy. Summing up, Richards says, “the typical anti-Aboli- 
tionist mob should be regarded as an attempt by an aggrieved class to 
protect its social dominance and to reinforce its traditional values.” 

Bennett’s New York Herald maintained its vigilante advocacy for de- 
cades, even after the mob assaults of the 1830s. This was his advice to 
readers concerning the sixteenth annual meeting of the American Anti- 
Slavery Society to be held 7-10 May 1850 in New York City: 


The merchants, men of business, and men of property, in this city, should frown 
down the meetings of these mad people, if they would save themselves. What 
right have all the religious lunatics of the free states to gather in this commercial 
city for the purposes which, if carried into effect, would ruin and destroy its 
prosperity? Will the men of sense allow meetings to be held in this city, which 
are calculated to make our country the arena of blood and murder, and render 
our city an object of horror to the whole South? We hope not. Public opinion 
should be regulated. These abolitionists should not be allowed to misrepresent 
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New York. . . . All who are opposed to having our city disgraced should go there, 
speak their views, and prevent it.* 


The times were not then propitious for Bennett’s call to violence, but 
just prior to the Civil War, in the winter of 1860-61, the mobbing of 
Abolitionist meetings did recur. These outbreaks were also planned 
events, inflamed by leading newspapers and personally led by outstand- 
ing lawyers, merchants, and politicians. Such assaults, taking place in 
Chicago, New York, and Boston as well as in Ohio and Michigan, were 
encouraged by editorials like this one in the Chicago Times of 7 Decem- 
ber 1860: “Evil, and nothing but evil, has ever flowed in the track of this 
hideous monster, Abolition. . . . Let the South have her negroes to her 
heart’s content, and in her own way—and let us get on getting rich and 
powerful by feeding and clothing them. . . . Abolition is disunion. It is 
the Alpha and Omega of our National woes—STRANGLE IT.” 

The Boston anti-Abolition mob of early December 1860 was led by 
merchants and attorneys, “nearly all of whom,” according to the New 
York Tribune (6 December) “have uncollected debts [in the South] and 
many of them mortgages on slaves.” In Boston, mobs were then led by 
leading lawyers like Richard Fay and such distinguished personages as 
Rufus Choate, Jr. One of the mobs at this time in up-state New York was 
led by Horatio Seymour, a governor in the 1850s and again during the 
Civil War.* 

In general, then, the leadership of anti-Abolitionism came from the 
respectable. William Goodell wrote truly when—having in mind the en- 
tire phenomenon of extralegal assaults upon the antislavery effort—he 
penned these lines in a work published in 1852: 


One uniform feature of these lawless proceedings has been that they have been 
either countenanced, instigated, or palliated by that description of citizens who 
complacently consider themselves and are commonly denominated “the higher 
class of society’—-the men of wealth, of office, of literature, of elegant leisure, 
including politicians, and that portion of the clergy who naturally associate with 
the class just described, or are dependent upon them.°” 








Chapter Five 


Organization of the 
Abolitionist Movement 


A collective effort to change the state and society, Abolitionism was a 
social movement. Dissatisfaction with a social order based on the en- 
slavement of one race by another gave rise to the movement. A group 
consciousness, both revolutionary and class-oriented, developed among 
those opposed to slavery. To disseminate their central ideology, Aboli- 


Their work required careful organization: tasks had to be assigned, col- 
lective decisions made, and accomplishments assessed. This required 
knowledge and dedication on the part of all the participants. 

An example of their tactics was the use of petitions. They provided 
the opportunity ta publicize specific efforts, to reach wide areas of the 
public, and to develop the awareness and articulateness of the member- 
ship. This meant @iscussion not only of the form of the’petition but also 
of its objective and then its wording. Should the petition demand simply 
an end to slavery? This had the virtue of directness, but was its practi- 
cality persuasive? Would the petition meet with more success if it were 
directed against the interstate slave trade? Against the slave trade in the 
District of Columbia? Against slavery in that district? Against allowing 
slavery into territory acquired as a result of the war against Mexico? 
Each had special virtues and particular limitations, which had to be de- 
bated before a collective decision could be made. When agreement was 
reached, specific assignments were handed out, followed by their accom- 
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plishment. Then the effort was assessed and—what should be done 
next? 

To maintain the organization required agreed-upon rules (a.consti- 
tution); a leadership (elected and Subject to recall); propaganda means— 
newspapers,..leailets, pamphlets, agents, books; meetings (each re- 
quiring personnel); and the raising of funds through bazaars,_ raffles, 
literature sales, solicitation. Required, too, were cadre-training schools. 

Of course, participation in the movement was voluntary, but it was 
also onerous; hence enthusiasm and dedication were needed. Agree- 
ment, too, was essential; without it, dissenting members breaking away 
was better than a divided organization. Perhaps the ultimate goal could 
be reached via several different routes: moral suasion only; or immedia- 
tism; or no compensation for slave owners; or political activity of a given 
kind; or nonresistance to the violence of slave owners and their abettors 
(perhaps nonviolent resistance by slaves too); or active resistance to the 
violence implicit—and explicit—in slavery and among those who sup- 
ported it. 

Debate over the ideology of the movement led to other issues. A bul- 
wark of slavery was the idea of the black person’s inferionty. If the prom- 
ise of the Declaration of Independence meant, as its words stated, “all 
men,” must not racism be cut out of the minds and practices of members? 
And must not the members combat racism in the larger society? Was not 
antiracism a necessary and logical component of antislavery? Clearly it 
intensified the revolutionary nature of the movement. 

Was the nation’s social order democratic? Could it be democratic if 
slavery was present? Did the enslavement of blacks make for the free- 
dom of whites, as slave owners insisted? Or was the truth otherwise: 
did the continued enslavement of blacks restrict all peoples’ freedom? 

The Declaration of Independence, written in the eighteenth century, 
said, “all men are created equal.” Did that mean, for those living in the 
nineteenth century, that women were inferior to men? They were cer- 
tainly subordinate to men, but was that right? Blacks were subordinate 
to whites and the movement aimed at ending that. Should the movement 
exclude the equal, full participation of women? Would not such an exclu- 
Sion be wrong, and would it not be harmful to the effort to end slavery? 
Or was one effort enough and more than one too many? Did Abolitionist 
men not face sufficient difficulty fighting racism and slavery? Should they 
fight for women’s equality, too? Would this hurt or help? What of the 
Strength and breadth women’s participation could bring? 

Then there was the matter of tactics. Would moral suasion be effec- 
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tive? Could one persuade slave owners to give up their slaves on the 
ground that ownership was sinful? If that didn’t work, what then? Political 
action? Would that not be corrupting? Could the political power that but- 
tressed slaveholding be overcome? How? By working to change the ma- 
jor parties, by creating separate parties, by running for office? Perhaps 
every possible force and every possible method should be employed: 
moral suasion, political action, militant resistance, black and white to- 
gether as equals, directly confronting racism, men and women together 
as equals, directly confronting sexism. 

What of the sanctity of contract, due process of law, sacredness of 
private property, constitutional limitations? Might freedom become li- 
cense, democracy become anarchy? Was slavery a matter of debate? Did 
slave owners have rights? 

What of patriotism? Should they attack “the country,” “the Constitu- 
tion”? Was Abolitionism an international movement? Did that movement 
weaken the nation or strengthen it? 

A host of difficult questions—difficult on both the abstract and practical 
levels—confronted the Abolitionist movement. 

Because the movement did not have one center, or one fount of wis- 
dom, or one leader, it. functioned as an.organized movement.compnising 
several leaders.and.a variety of. viewpoints. Thus, after a particular year- 
long petition campaign in 1837-38, the chief responsibility for which fell 
upon Henry B. Stanton, John Greenleaf Whittier, and Theodore D. Weld, 
the American Anti-Slavery Society was able to announce that 414,471 
men and women had petitioned Congress to terminate slavery and the 
slave trade in the District of Columbia. Clearly this accomplishment re- 
quired careful preparation, dedicated personnel, effective argumentation, 
and courage. Only a well-organized movement could do this. 

The Boston Female Anti-Slavery Society was formed in October 1833. 
Its leadership and assorted‘members met every week and undertook as 
central tasks specific agreed-upon assignments: getting subscriptions for 
the Liberator, helping distribute the paper, drawing up and soliciting sig- 
natures for the kind of petition described above. ! 

William Lloyd Garrison wrote his father-in-law (and comrade) Henry 
G. Benson, on 4 November 1836 from Boston that the board of the city’s 
anti-slavery society had just met. The purpose of this meeting was “to 
see what should be done with our city, respecting the District of Colum- 
bia [that is, the petition campaign for ending slavery and the slave trade 
there]. Mr. [Ellis] Loring has agreed to take the 12th Ward, and all South 
Boston, under his supervision, Mr. [Francis] Jackson will take Ward 11; 
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| shall take Ward 10; Mr. [Joseph] Southwick Ward 9; Mr. [Samuel E. ] 
Sewall Ward 8; Mr. [Isaac] Knapp Ward 7; Mr. [John S.] Kimball Ward 
6; Mr. [John E.] Fuller Ward 4—etc. If we get one thousand names 
altogether, we shall do pretty well.” 

Meeting after meeting brought debate and discussion, assignment of 
tasks, their carrying out—and one thousand signatures had been ob- 
tained. Then the process was repeated until finally over 400,000 signa- 
tures had been gathered to send to the Congress. No matter how 
indifferent and how hostile, a representative body of politicians could not 
help being impressed by that number of petitioners. No doubt many who 
were asked to sign refused to do so—perhaps even most. Still, as Mary 
Grew, from 1836 to 1870 the corresponding secretary of the Philadelphia 
Female Anti-Slavery Society, said in its Fourth Annual Report: 


We do not regard those visits as lost labor, where our request is denied, or that 
time wasted which is spent in unsuccessful effort to convince persons of their 
duty to comply with it. . . . the seed then laboriously sown, falls into good ground 
(often], and after a little season springs up, bringing forth fruit, some thirty, some 
sixty, some an hundred fold.* 


This, plus mass meetings and public lectures by the leadership of the 
Abolitionist movement, made up the heart of its activity. The leaders 
were constantly on call, and whenever asked, if they were physically able 
(and sometimes barely able), they traveled long distances, often under 
miserable conditions, staying with comrades wherever possible. Their 
efforts not infrequently entailed some danger, and veterans of the move- 
ment—men and women, black and white—suffered assaults, sometimes 
to the point of broken limbs. Usually, too, their labors were marked by 
emotional and psychological tensions, from time to time producing illness 
as in the cases of Maria Weston Chapman and Garrison himself. 

The attention to preparation is shown in the movement’s schools for 
its agitators. By November 1836, for example, Theodore D. Weld had 
recruited about fifty people prepared to devote themselves to spreading 
the movement’s message. Most of them attended what might well be 
called, in modern terms, a cadre-training school in New York City. From 
15 November through 2 December, these volunteer-students heard the 
questions most commonly asked of Abolitionists; suggesting appropriate 
answers were experts Theodore Weld, the Grimké sisters—Angelina 
and Sarah—William Lloyd Garrison, James G. Birney, and others. The 
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group met from 9:00 in the morning to 1:00 in the afternoon, from 3:00 
to 5:00 P.M. and from 7:00 to 9:00 P.M.4 

Certainly, participation had its own rewards. For some—many, the 
data show—-participating in the struggle against slavery was serving 
God; for those who recognized no God, it was sufficient to serve human 
beings and simultaneously help cleanse one’s nation. Always there was 
the sense of solidarity much like that among combat veterans, and this 
was (and is) an exhilarating and precious feeling. Also present for many 
of the white participants—as Wendell Phillips and Abby Kelley Foster, 
for example, affirmed—was the sense of self-liberation and growth they 
achieved through fighting for the liberation of others. One senses, too, a 
special experience of deep kinship among the women Abolitionists as 
they realized the special horror of enslavement for women and discov- 
ered their own immense power. The “raising of consciousness” was an 
accompaniment of immersing oneself in an effort for human liberation and 
discovering a revitalizing sense of self. Moreover, the dedicated struggle 
helped create strength for other egalitarian and democratic move- 
ments—not least, the movement to unbind women themselves. 


Helpful in comprehending the power of Abolitionism is knowledge of its 
actual body—the machinery that gave it energy whence came its power 
to influence a nation. That body consisted of numerous organizations; 
these had written constitutions, elected officers, regular meeting times, 
full-time agents, and periodicals and newspapers. There was a national 
organization, the American Anti-Slavery Society (split for a relatively 
short time so that an American and Foreign Anti-Slavery Society ap- 
peared); regional groups such as the New England Anti-Slavery Society; 
statewide organizations such as the Massachusetts, the Rhode Island, 
the New York, the Ohio, and the Pennsylvania Anti-Slavery societies; 
citywide groups like those in Boston, New York City, Providence, Phil- 
adelphia, Rochester, and Cincinnati; gender societies such as the Boston 
and the Philadelphia Female Anti-Slavery societies; youth anti-slavery 
societies; and societies in colleges, such as those at Amherst and Ober- 
lin. In addition to these which were black-white groups, there were or- 
ganizations of black people alone, secular and religious. 

All these groups had their own publications, usually leaflets, pam- 
phlets, sometimes books, and, most important, newspapers. Among the 
most significant of the newspapers was Garrison’s Liberator issued in 
Boston from January 1831 to December 1865. This paper was always 
desperately short of funds and was frequently rescued by appeals to its 
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readers and occasional substantial contributions from men like Edmund 
Quincy, Nathaniel Paul, Robert Purvis, Henry George Benson (Garri- 
son’s father-in-law), and George W. Benson (Garrison’s brother-in-law). 
Presenting a weekly barrage of argumentation and agitation, the paper 
was provocative and its prose, exciting. For contemporaries it was riv- 
eting; it makes stimulating reading even now as the twentieth century 
recedes. 

The Liberator was by no means alone. Among other movement papers 
were the Philanthropist in Cincinnati, the Anti-Slavery Standard in New 
York City, the Anti-Slavery Bugle in Salem, Ohio, and the National Era 
in Washington in which, beginning in 1852, appeared serially Uncle Tom’s 
Cabin. These had circulations from about 2,500 shortly after the Liber- 
ator started to about 25,000 for the National Era twenty years later. 
The papers were read by at least five people for every subscriber, how- 
ever, and items and editorials in them were widely reprinted in news- 
papers throughout the nation.° 

Other forms of printed matter excoriating slavery flooded the nation 
(surreptitiously in the South) in the pre—Civil War generation. Pamphlets 
such as those by Angelina Grimké Weld, Theodore Weld, Lydia Maria 
Child, and Wendell Phillips sold by the hundreds of thousands; books by 
Frederick Douglass, William Wells Brown, and Richard Hildreth sold tens 
of thousands of copies, not to speak of Harriet Beecher Stowe’s classic 
which was bought by millions in the United States and, translated into 
dozens of languages, was devoured by tens of millions in Latin America 
and Europe. Her story was also seen, in dramatized form, on stages 
throughout the North by hundreds of thousands of people. 

By the 1830s, Garrison would regularly fill lecture halls; typically, he 
wrote his devoted colaborer Samuel J. May on 14 March 1837 that two 
thousand people had jammed a meeting place in Lynn, Massachusetts, 
and that “a multitude were excluded for want of room.”® When he spoke 
to a larger throng in New York City, seventeen years later, the New York 
Times printed the entire text of his remarks the next day (14 February 
1854), using four full columns of small print. 

By the time of the Civil War, the public’s appetite for the Abolitionists’ 
message was insatiable—four thousand people filled Boston’s Music Hall 
to the rafters to hear Phillips’s great speech, “War and Abolition” in April 
1861 and two hundred thousand copies were sold within a week. Indeed, 
the New York Tribune (4 April 1862) “estimated,” wrote Prof. James B. 
McPherson, “that during the winter and spring of 1862 no less than five 
Million people heard or read Phillips’ anti-slavery discourses.” By 1862, 
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the managing editor of the Tribune (then the newspaper with the largest 
circulation in the nation) was the Abolitionist Sidney Howard Gay, and 
the editor of the Independent (one of the country’s most influential week- 
lies) was Theodore Tilton, also an Abolitionist.’ 

Abolitionist societies laced the nonslaveholding states. Estimates of 
their numbers vary. Merton Dillon thinks there were 200 in May 1835 
and well over 500 a year later. Garrison, writing to his English friend 
Elizabeth Pease from Boston on 6 November 1837, declared “there are 
now not less than twelve hundred anti-slavery societies in existence.” 
James G. Birney’s figures were comparable; he estimated 225 societies 
in 1835, 527 in 1836, 1,006 in 1837, and 1,346 in 1838—with, he thought, 
about 120,000 members altogether.*® The late Louis Ruchames, who de- 
voted a fruitful life to the subject, estimated that in Massachusetts alone 
there were 145 local societies, in New York, 274, and in Ohio, 213—all 
this in 1838. In that latter year, the American Anti-Slavery Society in its 
official report stated that 1,350 societies existed locally with “perhaps 
250,000 members. ”® 

Although the Garrisonian wing of the Abolitionist movement disap- 
proved of political activity—such as voting and seeking office—other 
Abolitionists thought differently. By 1840, the political Abolitionists man- 
aged to field the Liberty party whose candidate James G. Birney received 
7,000 votes; four years later the same candidate received over 62,000 
votes. The larger coalition, the Free Soil party, four years later had a 
former president, Martin Van Buren, as its candidate, and he received 
over 300,000 votes, or about 10 percent of the total. Of course, in 1856 
the Republican party—with considerable Abolitionist input and support— 
nearly won the election and in 1860 it did win nationally. 

One of the secrets 0 of the. great organizational power. of the, ae 
of ‘their lives. tos scouring the ‘towns. ‘and ‘villages c of the ‘North mnt, 
santly—often.defiantly—bringing their_transforming message of human 
emancipation and equality.to.millions of their compatriots. John L. Myers, 
in particular, has made a study of what he called the agency system of 
the antislavery movement in its first five years of existence. Among the 
earliest of these agents—who were usually paid traveling expenses, plus 
eight or ten dollars a week—-was the Quaker Arnold Buffum, acting at 
the request of the New England Anti-Slavery Society. He began his ar- 
duous and dangerous work in 1832 and continued, with some interrup- 
tions, for five years, lecturing particularly in New York, Massachusetts, 
and Rhode Island. 
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Beginning in 1833, the American Anti-Slavery Society established a 
Standing Committee on Agencies, That year the committee hired eleven 
agents, nine of them ministers. Among them was Beriah Green, then 
president of Oneida Institute in New York, an appointment he had ac- 
cepted after being dismissed from the faculty of Western Reserve Col- 
lege because of his Abolitionism. Others included people who, beginning 
as hired agents, would go on to become national leaders of the move- 
ment, like Theodore Weld, Charles Stuart, an immigrant from England, 
the lawyer William Goodell, and the Yale graduate and Congregational 
minister Amos A. Phelps. 

These men and others regularly endured not only vicious abuse but 
frequently physical assaults. Most of them persevered, and their work 
was consequential in persuading many of the contradiction present in a 
Republic dedicated in theory to free human beings but actually based to 
a substantial degree upon the enslavement of millions of men, women, 
and children. 

In New York State, for example, Myers demonstrated that by 1837, 
antislavery agents “had been eminently successful.” This was shown by 
the appearance of numerous local antislavery societies, the recruiting of 
many people to the cause, and “the willingness of [numerous] political 
and religious bodies to oppose slavery or the annexation of slave territory 
and support the right of petition or of reform speakers to be heard.” All 
this “affirmed that anti-slavery sentiment in the state had become an 
impressive determinant of history. ”! 











Chapter Six 


Abolitionism, Racism, and 
the Afro-American People 


For the black vanguard and membership of the movement, Abolitionism 
had, of course, a special significance. Abolitionism meant emancipating 
their own people, themselves and their families, all their loved ones. This 
special significance made blacks the pioneers of Abolitionism, in many 
respects the most effective and clearheaded of Abolitionists and. among 
the most steadfast in the difficult and prolonged revolutionary. struggle. 

David Brion Davis has written, “The frequency of insurrection has 
commonly been taken as a reassuring index of slave discontent, as if no 
more subtle evidence were available, and as if the main result of such 
occurrences was not always an increase in mass execution of blacks.”! 
One is uncertain as to who was reassured or required reassurance, and 
certainly, as a few have shown in great detail, there were many other 
manifestations of slave discontent—most not especially subtle. Nor was 
the main result always increased execution of blacks; sometimes a result 
was the creation of a nation, or the shaking of the foundations of the 
slave owners’ confidence or even their state, or the passage of amelio- 
rative laws, or the holding of prolonged and troubled debate about the 
wisdom of slavery itself. 

True, the suppression of slave unrest—especiaily of insurrection, the 
highest form of unrest—was merciless, including awful.torture and the 
bodies or parts of the bodies of the rebels hung about for weeks as ob- 
jects of intimidation. 
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One wonders, however, if slave unrest was not the main source of 
Abolitionism, despite the fact that this observation seems missing in Ab- 
olition’s vast literature. Suppose the slave owners, and certain historians 
from U. B. Phillips to Stanley Elkins, were correct. Suppose that slavery 
did produce “Sambo,” with only an occasional! aberration—a “mad Negro” 
(as Nat Turner was dismissed by Phillips and others) to be sent to his 
reward in a hurry. Suppose all those worthies had been correct and that 
slavery was the proper condition for the African-derived person, so that 
his or her subordination was in no way onerous but “natural,” inevitable, 
necessary. Suppose, in other words, that the “peculiar institution” had 
been peculiar—better, unique—and those subjugated thrived in the con- 
dition, relished it. Naturally, then, one would require no machinery of 
control—as there was none in Phillips’s “slavery.” One then would have 
a placid civilization, if only “outside agitators,” characterized by the “mere 
rant and rhapsody of meddling fanatics,” would not interfere in matters 
they did not comprehend (as the prominent Federalist, Rep. William L. 
Smith of South Carolina complained in Congress way back in 1792).? 

If the slaves had embraced their “natural” status, there would have 
been no Abolitionist movement. Slavery induced slave unrest, and slave 
unrest induced Abolitionism. The thirst for emancipation arose, first and 
last, among the slaves and their own people, and then among those who 
felt compassion, who loved mercy, who were moved by pain, who valued 
humanity and its dignity, who were horrified at the enslavement of 
women, who found intolerable the sale of children, who took seriously 
the teachings of the Prophets and of Christ, who believed the inspired 
writing of the deist who put the best of his era into the Declaration of 
Independence, who abhorred and feared violence, who smelled the 
branded flesh, who, like Whitman finding the fugitive slave, busied them- 
selves “putting plasters on the galls of his neck and ankles . . . had him 
sit next me at table, my fire-lock lean’d in the corner.”? 

Here are some “premature Abolitionists” in action and the words of 
their masters advertising for their absconding property: 

Joshua Eden of Charles Town, South Carolina, reported the flight on 
4 November 1775 of a slave man named Limus. Dismemberment being 
allowed by law for slippery or uppity property, this Limus, said Eden, 
might be identified by the fact that he had “the ends of three of his fingers 
cut off his left hand.” Limus was especially “saucy” and Eden stated that 
he would be “much obliged to any Person to flog him,” but, the property 
Owner added, “so as not to take his life.” And here was the “Abolitionist” 
Speaking, as transcribed by his distraught owner: “Though he is my 
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Property, he has the audacity to tell me, he will be free, that he will 
serve no Man, and that he will be conquered or governed by no Man.” 

In May 1790 six adults, four men and two women, fled the plantation 
of Benjamin Wilson of Savannah, Georgia. One, named Sue, who was 
thirty-five years old, said the owner, “is now and has been for a long time 
lame with the rheumatism, even to her finger ends.” Nevertheless, this 
Sue, so afflicted, had “carried her three children with her, viz. Juno, a 
girl of 10 years; Sarah, 7 years; and Dolly, 3/2 years old.” 

Finally, moving to the very top of slave Virginia’s society we come to 
the family of Robert Carter, called “King” by his familiars. This title re- 
flected the fact that he and only he possessed, in the late eighteenth 
century, over one thousand slaves and 300,000 acres of land. King 
Carter had two sons. One was named Landon. He married into the Cus- 
tis family (as did George Washington) and in this way and others accu- 
mulated property rivaling his father’s. 

Landon Carter placed the following ad in the Virginia Gazette or Amer- 
ican Advertiser on 18 December 1784—a year after Great Britain had 
signed the peace treaty admitting the success of the revolution: 


RAN AWAY 

From my house in the county of King George, on the 24th ult. a negro man 
named GENERAL; he is a tailor by trade, very remarkable as a runaway having 
lost both his legs, cut off near his knees, which being defended by leather, serve 
him instead of feet. He is thick and square made in the body and arms, speaks 
readily, and without restraint, seeming to aim at a stile above that used generally 
by slaves, though something corrupt. I don’t know his age, nor can guess at it, 
as he looks very much younger than he affects to be; his face is round, plump, 
and free from wrinkles. . . . I will give FIVE DOLLARS reward, beside what the 
law allows, provided the taker up do chastise him before he brings him home; 
and his ingratitude, and want of pretence to leave me, forces me to enjoin se- 
verity in the chastisement.‘ 


This ungrateful General No-Legs also was an early Abolitionist. 

Only one who experienced enslavement could fully comprehend its 
horror; to convey the experience to others was essential if the system 
was to be effectively challenged. And to have this depiction done by the 
person who was or had been property, by the human whose humanity was 
denied, by one allegedly incapable of feeling the indignity and enormity 
of slavery—this, a fundamental defense of the entire system—was to be 
especially and uniquely effective. 

In the antislavery literature there is frequent reference to and at times 
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even some description of slave auctions; these appear in the accounts of 
visitors and travelers. But to read of such an auction in a work by a black 
man who had been kidnapped and enslaved for twelve years before mak- 
ing good his escape was especially moving. This account, by Solomon 
Northup, was published in Buffalo and London in 1853; it was widely read 
and deeply influential. Among the slaves being sold by Theophilus Free- 
man in New Orleans in 1841 was a woman known as Eliza and her two 
children, Randall and Emily. A customer was interested in purchasing 
Randall; the mother “besought the man not to buy him, unless he also 
bought herself and Emily.” The customer replied this was beyond his 
means. The mother “burst into a paroxysm of grief... . . Freeman turned 
round to her savagely with his whip in his uplifted hand, ordering her to 
stop her noise, or he would flog her.” She would not be quieted; but the 
customer bought only Randall. “Eliza ran to him; embraced him passion- 
ately; kissed him again and again; told him to remember her.” Freeman 
“damned her, calling her a blubbering, bawling wench.” The boy called 
after her, “Don’t cry, mama, I will be a good boy. Don’t cry.” Northup 
closes: “I would have cried myself if I had dared.”° 

Frederick Douglass, as he wrote in his best-selling autobiography first 
published in 1845, was sent to a professional slave-breaker, a Mr. Covey, 
in the 1830s when it had become clear that he showed too much spirit to 
make a “good” slave. He was worked by Covey for six months and beaten 
by him more or less regularly, until one memorable day he decided to 
resist though it might cost him his life. But before that turning point: “I 
was made to drink the bitterest dregs of slavery.” There was work and 
work again, to exhaustion on Maryland’s eastern shore: “We worked all 
weathers. It was never too hot, or too cold; it could never rain, blow, 
snow, or hail too hard for us to work in the field. Work, work, work. . . 
The longest days were too short for him. . . . Mr. Covey succeeded in 
breaking me—in body, soul and spirit.” 

Although Douglass finally resisted, and resisted successfully, passing 
through the fire and emerging as one of the foremost figures of his cen- 
tury, even he felt for a time overcome: 


1 suffered bodily as well as mentally. I had neither sufficient time in which to eat, 
or to sleep, except on Sundays. The overwork, and the brutal chastisements of 
which I was the victim, combined with the ever-gnawing and soul-devouring 
thought—“J am a slave—and a slave for life—a slave with no rational ground to 
hope for freedom” rendered me a living embodiment of mental and physical 
wretchedness. ® 
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It was possible, under some circumstances, for a slave to purchase 
freedom and, with less difficulty, for free people (especially free black 
people) to purchase the freedom of relatives.’ Among the many hundreds 
who bought their freedom, for example, was Richard.Allen, founder of 
the African Methodist Episcopal Church, and, Denmark Vesey, leader of 
the widespread slave conspiracy in South Carolina in 1822. 

From time to time notices of appreciation to those who had contributed 
to buying a person’s freedom appeared in the black and general Aboli- 
tionist press. For example, the following appeared in the Liberator on 2 
January 1837. It was dated Portland, Maine, 16 December 1836: 


George Potter and Rosella, his wife, would take this opportunity to express their 
gratitude to God, and under him, to the benevolent individuals, who generously 
contnbuted to aiding them to redeem their two children from Slavery. They have 
the unspeakable happiness of informing the generous donors that, on the 12th 
inst. they received their children, aged eleven and seven years, raised from the 
degradation of Slavery to the rank of Freemen. 


As this paragraph indicates, appeals for funds to purchase relatives were 
publicly made and were a significant part of the work of the Abolitionist 
movement. 

Levi Coffin, originally from North Carolina and later a chief conductor 
of the Underground Railroad, remarked that in the face of such appeals, 
“it was hard to refuse, almost impossible if one brought the case home 
to himself.” And James Russell Lowell wrote his friend Sidney H. Gay in 
1849 that, although he was short of funds and was in principle opposed 
to compensated emancipation, still “if a man comes and asks us to help 
him buy a wife or child, what are we to do?” Lowell said he could not 
refuse “such an appeal.” In 1852 Harriet Beecher Stowe organized a tour 
for Milly Edmundson of churches in Portland, Boston, Brooklyn, New 
York, and New Haven, which resulted in funds sufficient to free Ed- 
mundson’s two children. Among those contributing in this instance was 
the world-famous singer Jenny Lind.® 


Many blacks participated full time in the onerous day-to-day work of Ab- 
olitionism. One of the most effective was Charles Lenox Remond, an 
agent of the American Anti-Slavery Society, whose work took him abroad 
as well as throughout the nonslave states. A letter written by Remond 
to a fellow black abolitionist, Thomas Cole of Massachusetts, conveys 
something of what being an agent entailed. Remond wrote on 3 July 1838 
from Winthrop, Maine: 








Abolitionism, Racism, and the Afro-American People 63 


| met my friend Mr. Codding, at Brunswick, at which place, on the following 
Sunday afternoon, I addressed the friends a short time and was well received. 
On Tuesday following, left Brunswick for Alfred, to attend the formation of a 


County Anti-Slavery Society. . . . On the following evening I was invited to ad- 
dress a meeting and complied. On the next day, I was invited to go into the 
country a short distance. . . . Received requests to lecture in four different 


places on four successive evenings. I consented, and spoke in each place an hour 
and a half; and although my audiences were generally dark on the subject of 
prejudice and slavery, Ireceived on every occasion the most marked attention. . . . 
At one place, they resolved at the close of the lecture, to form a society and lend 
their assistance in the great work. 


Remond continued on to Saco and attended “the conference meeting 
of the Congregational denomination” where much was discussed, “save 
the cause of the poor slave.” That was on Wednesday; on Thursday, he 
had a better response “in the Baptist meetinghouse.” Present were many 
ministers and “a good number of interesting and intelligent ladies.” Here 
the decision was made to form “a male and female [anti-slavery] society.” 
On Sunday, Remond spoke at Bowdoin. On this occasion he was much 
encouraged; he wrote his friend that “slavery is trembling.” Remond 
thought even prejudice was falling and that over its grave might soon be 
written: “Prejudice, the mother of abominations, the liar, the coward, 
the tyrant, the waster of the poor, the brand of the white man, the bane 
of the black man, is fallen, is fallen!” Overly optimistic, no doubt; but 
pessimism incapacitates a revolutionary combatant. In any case, soon or 
late, such an epitaph will be written; going into the writing were the 
efforts of the Charles Lenox Remonds of every generation. 

The “partial speaking itinerary” of Frederick Douglass in the single 
month of January 1855 (in no way extraordinary) included at least twenty- 
one addresses given in various cities in Maine, Massachusetts, New 
York, and Pennsylvania. In fact, as the editor’s introduction to one of the 
volumes of the Douglass papers states, from 1855 through 1863, he “de- 
livered over five hundred known speeches in the United States, Great 
Britain, and Canada.” 

Such onerous schedules were by no means confined to black Aboli- 
tionists; on the contrary all—black and white, men and women—sub- 
jected themselves to grueling efforts. Thus, the Grimké sisters, 
especially Angelina, in their speaking tour from spring to early fall of 
1837, despite official bans and uncomfortable means of travel, spoke be- 
fore large audiences in Lowell, Groton, Brookline, Charlestown, Cam- 
bridgeport, Pepperell, Bolton, Leicester, Worcester, South Scituate, 
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Scituate, Duxbury, and Hanover, Massachusetts. The pace made Sarah 
ill and Angelina seriously sick with typhoid fever." 

Another key role in the struggle against racism was played by the black 
Abolitionists: their-very- appearance and participation argued against slav- 
ery’s main rationalization. A typical account of the struggle against racism 
came in a letter from Thomas Van Renselaer, a leading black Abolitionist 
from New York City, to his white comrade Joshua Leavitt of Boston. In 
this letter, dated 26 October 1838, Van Renselaer told of a trip in the 
steamboat J. W. Richmond heading for Providence. He had understood 
this boat was one that did not discriminate; hence, when he purchased 
his passage and berth, he hoped for “a pleasant entertainment.” The 
captain, however, refused to allow him anywhere but on deck and re- 
monstrance did not move him. But around midnight “one of waiters” 
(complexion not specified) invited Van Renselaer “to occupy a bed which 
he had prepared.” In fact three waiters and “some of the passengers,” 
notably a Methodist minister, the Reverend Mr. Scudder, “gave me great 
consolation by identifying himself with me at the time.” 

A few years later, Remond was able to address the legislative com- 
mittee_of the Massachusetts. House of Representatives (the first, black 
person to do so) in support of petitions by black and white men and 
women opposing discrimination in travel facilities. In February 1842, he 
told the legislators that “complexion can in no sense be construed into 
crime, much less be rightfully made the criterion of rights. . . . It Is 
justice I stand here to claim, and not favor for either complexion.”" 

Petitions, argumentation, and speeches—even before legislative bod- 
ies—were not sufficient to terminate discriminatory practices in trans- 
portation, education, and such matters as whom one might marry. To 
succeed, in Massachusetts, required militant action (like physically re- 
sisting jim crow arrangements on railroads, for instance) and mass dem- 
onstrations in the streets (like heroic black and white men and women, 
together, demanding an end to so-called antimiscegenation laws). It was 
a combination of all forms of resistance, protest, and education that re- 
moved jim crow regulations in transportation and marriage regulations in 
the state and in the Boston public schools by the end of the 1840s. 

In many ways the battle to end the law prohibiting intermarriage of 
black and white people faced the most formidable—and disgusting—ob- 
stacles. But the battle was successful; playing decisive roles were not 
only black men and women but also white men and women, particularly 
the latter. The commitment of white Abolitionists to this effort testifies 
to their antiracism; as a group, and in their actions , they showed them- 
selves generations ahead of their contemporaries. ‘4 Yet there was racism 
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among some white members of the Abolitionist movement, and one of 
the notable contnbutions of the Black members was their role in com- 
bating it. I wrote back in 1950 that “there developed within the move- 
ment an attitude of toleration, an air of patronage, a feeling of 
condescension” among some white Abolitionists. It may be added that 
outnght and gross chauvinism at times stained the correspondence of a 
few among them—Edmund Quincy is an illustration. ® 

The first editorial of the earliest black newspaper (Freedom’s Journal, 
New York City, 16 March 1827) rather gently, but still firmly, remarked 
that “our friends . . . seem to have fallen into the current of popular 
feeling and are imperceptibly floating in the stream—actually living in the 
practice of prejudice, while they adjure it in theory. . . . Is it not very 
desirable that such should know more of our actual condition; and of our 
efforts and feelings, that in forming plans for our amelioration, they may 
do it more understandingly?” 

Stronger and coming later, when a national, black-white, male-female 
Abolitionist movement was in existence, were the impassioned remarks 
of the influential black Abolitionist, the Reverend Theodore S. Wright, 
before the 1837 convention of the New York Anti-Slavery Society. 
There, insisting upon the falseness of the idea of white superiority and 
its existence even among some within the Abolitionist movement, Wright 
emphasized the burden to the movement such bias represented. This 
unpleasant fact, he said, “must be brought out to view.” Denouncing 
slavery is not so very difficult, he went on, “but to call the dark man a 
brother . . . to treat the man of color in all circumstances as a man and 
a brother—that is the test.” He concluded: “What can the friends of 
emancipation effect while the spirit of slavery is so fearfully prevalent? 
Let every man take his stand, burn out this prejudice, live it down.” Were 
that done, Wright was sure, “the death-blow to slavery will be struck.” ® 

Unlike the gross manifestations of racism that permeated much of 
northern society, among the white Abolitionists its form usually was pa- 
ternalism. At the 1843 Negro National Convention held in Buffalo, for 
example, a leading Abolitionist, the Reverend Henry Highland Garnet, 
proposed that the convention urge the slaves to go on a general strike 
demanding freedom, and that when, as expected, the demand was re- 
jected and the masters resorted to violence to break the strike, the re- 
Sponse of the slaves be insurrection. After prolonged debate, the 
convention rejected this proposal by one vote, a fact reflecting the more 
Widespread militancy among black than white Abolitionists—certainly at 
that point in the movement. !” 

Garnet was not surprised, therefore, that most of the opinion ex- 
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pressed in the antislavery press was adverse to his proposal, but when 
in the rejection a note of scorn appeared, that was something else again. 
Thus, when Maria Weston Chapman, a leading Garrisonian and frequent 
acting editor of the Liberator, rejected Garnet’s position and added her 
fears that he had “received bad counsel,” she was favored with a scorch- 
ing reply. Garnet, himself an escaped slave, reminded Chapman that no 
one knew slavery so well as the slave and that those who escaped from 
it came “to tell you, and others, what the monster had done and is doing.” 
Moreover, he went on, “You say that I ‘have received bad counsel.’ You 
are not the only person who told your humble servant that his humble 
productions have been produced by the ‘counsel’ of some Anglo-Saxon. 
I have expected no more from ignorant slaveholders and their apologists, 
but I really looked for better things from Mrs. Maria W. Chapman.” For 
Chapman it is to be noted that Garnet’s letter was published promptly 
and in full in the Liberator. 

Frederick Douglass was arguing against this paternalism—if not 
worse—when he explained in the first issue of his Rochester-based 
newspaper, the North Star (3 December 1847), that it was begun not 
from a feeling of “distrust or ungrateful want of appreciation of the zeal, 
integrity or ability of the noble band of white laborers in this department 
of our cause.” No, he had taken this step because “the man who has 
suffered the wrong is the man to demand redress—that the man struck is 
the man to cry ouf—and that he who has endured the cruel pangs of slavery 
is the man to advocate liberty.” Douglass insisted that black people “must 
be our own representatives and advocates, not exclusively, but pecu- 
liarly; not distinct from, but in connection with our white friends.” And, 
most particularly, he concluded, “in the grand struggle for liberty and 
equality now waging it is meet, night and essential that there should arise 
in our ranks authors and editors, as well as orators, for it is in the former 
capacities that the most permanent good can be rendered our cause.”!® 

To anticipate our story, when slavery’s end had come, the failure to 
appreciate the weight of racism that still prevailed and its consequence 
in vitiating the social order helps explain the decision of the majority of 
the American Anti-Slavery Society in 1870 to disband. The black dele- 
gates to that meeting, like Douglass and Robert Purvis, opposed disso- 
lution, as did a minority of the whites, like Wendell Phillips and Stephen 
S. Foster. They pointed out that the constitution of the society included 
the elimination of racism among its specific aims and that real freedom 
for black people was far from compiete in the North and in the South. 
Until, said Douglass, the black person everywhere had full political, eco- 
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nomic, and social equality, the national society that had pledged itself to 
fight for this should hold together and persevere. “Our oppression,” he 
said, “has been called by a great many names, and it will cast itself by 
yet another name, and you and I and all of us had better wait and see 
what new form this old monster will assume, in what new skin this old 
snake will come forth.” With this tragic disbandment, it was to be another 
forty years—marked by oceans of suffering—before a national organi- 
zation of black and white men and women was to appear and undertake 
the vital, but enormous, mission. 

While observing the existence of racist motives among some white 
Abolitionists, it is to be emphasized that they, as a group, were conscious 
of this poison and aware of the mortal threat it represented to the move- 
ment as a whole. Leading Abolitionists like Lydia Mara Child, the 
Grimké sisters, Theodore D. Weld, Abby Kelley Foster, William Lloyd 
Garrison, Samuel J. May, Stephen S. Foster, and, above all, John Brown 
(and Mary Brown and their sons) had quite consciously overcome this 
prejudice and consistently combated it in their writings, speeches, and, 
in particular, the conduct of their lives. 

Garrison moved from advocacy of colonization to Abolitionism on the 
basis of observing and absorbing the argumentation of black people 
against the former. His Liberator was.able to appear because-of-money 
raised | by blacks and ‘the su subscribers to the paper, in its crucial early 
years, were “overwhelmingly “Blacks? "Garrison's first t st trip to England i in 
1832-33-86 itfiportant to his ‘development and to establishing vital ties 
between the more advanced antislavery movement in Great Britain and 
the fledgling in the States—was made possible by funds supplied by the 
black Abolitionist Nathaniel ‘Pall HE regularly attended meetings and 
convefitions of black people “and habitually associated with them, as a 
friend, in social circumstances, and they with him and his family. He 
found among them “all that makes the human character worthy of admi- 
ration and praise,” as he wrote to Ebenezer Dole on 29 June 1832.'9 In 
July 1835, commenting on the translation into English of Gustave de 
Beaumont’s Marie, or Slavery in the United States, he was especially 
pleased, for “it is admirably suited to dissipate the degrading prejudice 
against race, which is at once the cause and effect of slavery, and which 
forms the basis of all the obstacles we have to encounter.””” 

Merton Dillon has pointed out that Abolitionists were keenly aware of 
the insidiousness of racism but “denied its inevitability.” On the contrary, 
he notes, Henry B. Stanton of the American Anti-Slavery Society in- 
Sisted in 1834 “that this prejudice was vincible,” and in 1837 the agents 
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of the society were directed “to wage the same warfare against prejudice 
which they do against slavery, and if possible to kill them both at one 
blow. ”2! 

White women in the movement often were notable in their war against 
racism. For example, Theodore Weld commented in 1844 that Phebe 
Matthews Weed of Cincinnati “perfectly identified herself with the 
scorned and persecuted class. . . . She lived in their families, made them 
her companions, linked herself to their lot, shared with them their bur- 
dens and their bonds.”” 

George Bourne, the English-born clergyman, migrated to the United 
States and became pastor of a Presbyterian church in Virginia in 1814, 
Slavery affronted him; in 1816 his very influential work The Book and 
Slavery Irreconcilable was published in Philadelphia. It was a pioneer ad- 
vocate of immediate abolition of slavery; the volume was read by Garri- 
son and deeply influenced him. The theme of the book was an insistence 
that Chnistianity’s essential teaching was that “God made of one flesh, all 
nations of men” and that denying this equality was blasphemous; thus 
enslaving a human was a sin that could not be justified. 

An essential feature of Lydia Maria Child’s An Appeal in Favor of that 
Class of Americans Called Africans (Boston, 1833) was a denial of the 
inferiority of Blacks. A section devoted to this effort begins by quoting 
Montesquieu: “We must not allow Negroes to be men, lest we ourselves 
should be suspected of not being Christians.” Their tyrants, she wrote, 
“have been their historians”; naturally their “history” has served to justify 
their tyranny. The former was as fake as the latter was unjust. 

Theodore D. Weld, writing to Lewis Tappan on 9 March 1836, re- 
marked that he had been threatened with expulsion from Lane Seminary 
in 1834 because he had insisted that color was not to determine treat- 
ment, and, he said, “I acted out this principle from day to day in my 
intercourse with the Colored people.” Indeed, given the persecution of 
the black person, Weld followed this principle: “Take more pains to treat 
with attention, courtesy and cordiality a colored person than a white.”” 

Angelina Grimké, in her response to the bias manifested in Catharine 
Beecher’s Essay on Slavery and Abolitionism (1837) entitled Letters to 
Catharine E. Beecher (Boston, 1838) asked: “What is more ridiculous 
than American prejudice; to proscribe and persecute men and women, 
because their complexions are of a darker hue than our own? Why,” she 
declared, “it is an outrage upon common sense.” Grimké added—since 
Catharine Beecher insisted upon her own “pity” for the black given his 
unfortunate situation—that this “pity” appeared because of a sense of 
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superiority. Not pity, but outrage was called for. Abolitionists, said 
Grimké, were acting on “the principle of equal rights irrespective of color 
or condition, instead of on the mere principle of ‘pity and generosity.’” 

Ralph Waldo Emerson, although never formally a member of an Abo- 
litionist society, did speak at antislavery meetings and oppose racism. 
He, for example, spoke at a meeting sponsored by the Massachusetts 
Anti-Slavery Society on 1 August 1844, celebrating the tenth anniver- 
sary of the emancipation of slaves in the West Indies. Here he hailed 
Abolitionism as furthering “the annihilation of the old indecent nonsense 
about the nature of the Tiger. This assisted the very elevated consider- 
ation. . . that the ability of no race can be perfect whilst another race is 
degraded.” Indeed, said Emerson, “it is a doctrine alike of the oldest and 
of the newest philosophy, that man is one and that you cannot injure any 
member, without a sympathetic injury to all the members.””* 

Acting on the principle of opposition to discrimination was character- 
istic of participants in the antislavery movement. Illustrative is the refusal 
of Charles Sumner, when he was still a young attorney in his mid-thirties, 
to address the Lyceum of New Bedford, Massachusetts. In his letter to 
its chairman, 29 November 1845, he observed that the Lyceum permit- 
ted black people only in a balcony set aside for them. This was in violation 
of decency because, wrote Sumner, “one of the cardinal truths of religion 
and freedom is the Equality and Brotherhood of Man. In the sight of God 
and of all just institutions the white man can claim no precedence or 
exclusive privilege from his color.”*° The evidence establishes that the 
Abolitionists, black and white, not only consistently fought for an end to 
slavery but also bore witness, in theory and in practice, to their detes- 
tation of racism. There were exceptions, but to smear the movement as 
a whole because of these exceptions is to pervert the truth. 

It should also be noted that, as the late Gilbert Osofsky showed, the 
Abolitionist movement rejected know-nothingism and national chauvin- 
ism, in general.”* Further, Louis Ruchames demonstrated that the 
charge, occasionally made, of significant anti-Semitism among Abolition- 
ists is false. Indeed he concluded, persuasively, that they “understood, 
more than did others, the suffering of the Jew through the ages. ””” 


It was mentioned earlier that the buying of freedom by black people was 
a significant component of the antislavery movement. But of even 
greater consequence was the flight by slaves. Such efforts to overcome 
enslavement—undertaken individually and collectively—was a continu- 
ous and decisive feature of the slavery years. Its impact in developing a 
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sense of insecurity among the slave owners and in adding to the free 
black population of the North and of Canada, including many among its 
leading Abolitionists, was an additional fundamental component of the 
effort to destroy the slave system. It was also a notable illustration of 
the militant, the revolutionary commitment of Abolitionism. 

These flights were facilitated by the Underground Railroad, a network 
that laced the United States, commencing with the greatest secrecy in 
the South and extending through scores of towns and cities and hundreds 
of homes to the border of Canada. It may properly be called legendary— 
as one historian has done—but the word in this case should not be con- 
fused with mythical, as some have done; rather, it was legendary in the 
sense of extraordinary, reflecting the nearly incredible. 

It is likely that many more slaves attempted flight than succeeded; 
nevertheless, tens of thousands did succeed, often with the assistance 
in the South of other slaves, of free blacks, and even of some sympathetic 
whites. The passengers on the line were all blacks and most of the con- 
ductors, too. The Quaker Levi Coffin, whose splendid service in assist- 
ing fugitives earned him the title of “President of the Underground 
Railroad,” testified that when he left North Carolina and settled in New- 
port, Indiana, in 1826, he observed that “fugitives often passed through 
that place and generaily stopped among the colored people.” His offer to 
assist was accepted, and thus he began his remarkable career. As late 
as 1837, James G. Birney made a similar observation while in Cincinnati. 
He learned, he then wrote, that two fugitive slaves, a man and wife, had 
recently passed through the city and that they had been cared for by 
black people. This, he remarked, was typical, since “such matters are 
almost uniformly managed by the colored people. I know nothing of them 
generally till they are past.”” 

Most of the people in charge of the railroad, in the later years of the 
movement, were black. They included William Still in Philadelphia; David 
Ruggles in New York City; Stephen Myers in Albany; Frederick Doug- 
lass in Rochester; Lewis Hayden in Boston; J. W. Loguen in Syracuse; 
Martin R. Delany in Pittsburgh; George De Baptist in Madison, Indiana; 
John Hatfield in Cincinnati; William Goodrich in York, Pennsylvania; Ste- 
phen Smith, William Whipper, and Thomas Bessick in Columbia, Penn- 
sylvania; David Ross and John Augusta in Norristown, Pennsylvania; 
Samuel Bond in Baltimore; Sam Nixon in Norfolk, Virginia. Others re- 
mained anonymous: “William Penn,” “Ham and Eggs,” “A ferryman on 
the Susquehanna,” “an old seamstress in Baltimore.”°° Two free blacks, 
Leonard Grimes in Richmond, Virginia, and Samuel D. Burris in Wil- 
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mington, North Carolina, were imprisoned for their work.*! Further, out 
of eighty-one free black people in the Richmond penitentiary in 1848, ten 
were serving sentences for the crime of aiding or abetting slaves to es- 
cape from their masters.” 

In the South, of course, the strictest means were taken to prevent 
successful flight. Punitive measures were, however, nationwide and ap- 
pear in the original Constitution as well as statutes enacted in 1793 and, 
the most notorious one, in 1850. Some black people apprehended in the 
North were actual fugitives, but others, such as Peter Still and Solomon 
Northup, were simply kidnapped free blacks, worth hundreds of dollars 
in the southern market.*® 

An instance of what appears to be of the latter category was detailed 
in a letter from David Ruggles of New York City, dated 23 July 1836 and 
published in the New York Sun; it was widely reprinted, especially in the 
antislavery press (like the Liberator, 6 August 1836). Here was told the 
story of the apprehension by police officers of George Jones, originally 
on the pretext of his having “committed assault and battery.” This was a 
device by which to press the charge by “several notorious kidnappers” 
that he was a runaway slave. No one was present to plead his cause and 
Jones was pronounced, by the recorder, a slave. “In less than three 
hours after his arrest, he was bound in chains, dragged through the 
streets, like a beast to the shambles.” Black people, said Ruggles, could 
depend only on themselves; “where such outrages are committed, peace 
and justice cannot dwell.” Ruggles called for a meeting to suggest rem- 
edies; passiveness would not do. 

It was from such cases that vigilance committees appeared wherever 
a sizable black community existed outside the South. These kept in- 
formed of fugitives and of hunters; they functioned both to spirit away 
the former and, where necessary, to resist the latter. They were vehi- 
cles of revolutionary struggle. 

The flight of slaves did more than deal a direct blow at the slaveocratic 
structure and more than help induce antislavery activity. It also put fresh 
vigor and determination into the hearts of Abolitionists, for, as William 
Still wrote, “the pulse of the four million slaves and their desire for free- 
dom were brought home to them by the steady flow of new arrivals.”™ 
This, too, as perhaps the most consistent manifestation of slave unrest 
and ingenuity, gave the lie to the slaveholders’ essential propaganda— 
that the Afro-American relished slavery and was destined by nature to 
be a slave. 

An entry in Bronson Alcott’s journal is indicative of how the act of flight 
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confirmed Abolitionist sentiment. Early in 1847 a Maryland fugitive ar- 
rived at Alcott’s home in Concord, Massachusetts. He wrote on 9 
February: 


Our friend the fugitive, who has shared now a week’s hospitality with us, sawing 
and piling my wood, feels this new taste of freedom yet unsafe here in New 
England, and so has left us for Canada. We supplied him with the means of jour- 
neying, and bade him a good godspeed to a freer land. He is scarce thirty years 
of age, athletic, dextrous, sagacious, self-relying. He has many of the elements 
of the hero. His stay with us has given image and a name to the dire entity of 
slavery and was an impressive lesson to my children, bringing before them the 
wrong of the black man and his tale of woes. (italics added)*® 


Repeatedly, spectacular escapes of slaves, or attempts to rescue ap- 
prehended fugitives, or legal battles waged by antislavery groups to pre- 
vent the return of black people did for the nation as a whole what the 
individual visit did for the Alcott family: 

In 1842 a slave, Nelson Hackett, escaped from Arkansas and made his 
way to Canada. The governor of the state started extradition proceed- 
ings on the ground of burglary, since, of course, Hackett did not own the 
clothes on his back. The governor-general of Canada actually ordered 
Hackett’s return, but he escaped again and was again captured. A third 
time this redoubtable black escaped from slavery; this time he was not 
retaken. ° 

In 1843, seven slaves in a small boat set sail for freedom from Florida. 
For seven weeks they sailed the Atlantic. Finally, a British vessel picked 
them up and deposited them in the Bahamas, exhausted, but free. 

Two slaves out of Georgia, a man and a woman—the latter almost 
white in appearance—escaped by traveling as master and slave, the 
woman disguised as a sickly young man and the man as “his” faithful 
attendant. Thus, in 1849, William Craft and Ellen Craft appeared before 
the astonished eyes of the North to tell their story. In October 1850, 
two slave catchers appeared to claim the Crafts as fugitives. William 
threatened to resist recapture to the death. They were hidden in the 
homes of both black and white Abolitionists—Ellis Gray Loring, Lewis 
Hayden, and the Reverend Theodore Parker. The latter legally marred 
the two runaways and on 11 November 1850 they were spirited aboard 
a ship for England. There both spoke before tens of thousands concern- 
ing the realities of slavery in the United States and recounting their ex- 
ploits in reaching freedom. William Craft also rejected the idea of the 
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innate inferiority of peoples of African origin and argued against this poi- 
son before large audiences.*” 

In 1848 peculiar freight had been hauled from Richmond to Philadelphia 
(a twenty-six-hour trip) by the Adams Express Company. In a trunk 
three feet long, two feet wide, and less than three feet deep, crouched 
a man with biscuits and water. That trunk had been forwarded—it was 
revealed years later—by a white man, a shoe dealer named Samuel A. 
Smith, to the offices of William Still in Philadelphia. There Henry (“Box”) 
Brown emerged. Tremendous numbers of people gathered in many 
northern cities to hear him explain why he preferred a long journey in a 
coffin to remaining contented as a slave. Never before, wrote Garrison 
to his English fnend and coworker Elizabeth Pease on 20 June 1849, have 
we “had so many runaway slaves on our platform.” He continued, “The 
remarkable case of the one who escaped in a box from Virginia, excited 
the deepest interest, and created a powerful sensation. ”* 

Rescue attempts by organized groups of militant blacks attracted at- 
tention as far back as the 1790s. Thus in 1793, just after passage of the 
Fugitive Slave Law, a black man was seized in Massachusetts by one 
claiming to be his master. Defending the black was the very young Josiah 
Quincy, son of the Revolutionary patriot of the same name. As Quincy 
was about to present his argument, a group of black people entered the 
court, and then Quincy “heard a noise, and turning around he saw the 
constable lying on the floor, and a passage opening through the crowd, 
through which the fugitive was taking his departure without stopping to 
hear the opinion of the court.”*° 

Indeed, five years prior to this forcible rescue, free blacks in Massa- 
chusetts had presented on 27 February 1788 a petition bearing many 
signatures to Governor John Hancock. They appealed to him to intervene 
with the governor of the French Caribbean island of Martinique on behalf 
of three kidnapped free black seamen who had been sold there into slav- 
ery. Hancock did so, and that summer the three victims were returned 
to Boston amid widespread celebrations. The same petition, backed by 
some white people, also protested against the African slave trade. At the 
end of March 1788, Massachusetts enacted a strict anti-slave trade law 
with provision, also, for the recovery of damages by any victim of a 
kidnapping. *! 

By 1826, newspapers were reporting a number of such rescue efforts 
by black groups. Benjamin Quarles has observed that forcible rescue 
efforts freed two defendants in Detroit in 1833, two in Boston in 1836, 
two in Chicago in 1846 and two in Pittsburgh the next year.” In the 
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Boston case the press reported that the rescuing blacks were composed 
mostly of women. In this instance, the sheriff was Charles Sumner’s fa- 
ther. It was observed that his efforts to prevent the rescue seemed 
halfhearted. 


In the first three decades of the nineteenth century, agitation against 
slavery in Great Britain and the United States took on a depth and 
breadth in content and organizational dimension that were markedly 
different from the preceding generation. It is not that the earlier 
era—marked by the American, French, and Haitian revolutions with their 
immense impact upon world history—did not witness in both Great Brit- 
ain and the fledgling United States a rising concern with the slave trade 
and slavery itself. On the contrary, the era from the 1770s to the nine- 
teenth century had been marked by increasing challenges to the slave 
trade and to slavery—many hoping that curbing the former would undo 
the latter. The American Revolution itself, and especially its thundering 
manifesto affirming the rights of individuals to equality, liberty, and the 
pursuit of happiness on earth, had seemed aimed at the elimination of 
slavery, clearly the most direct denial of all three conditions. Indeed 
some contemporaries in England assumed the declaration was also an 
emancipation proclamation; and until the Civil War there were foes of 
slavery in the United States who insisted that the declaration and the 
Constitution’s preamble did terminate slavery or, at least, were intended 
to.* 

Decisive in the development of antislavery feeling in Great Bnitain, 
which had its greatest impact upon the slave trade and the institution 
itself in the West Indies, were several factors as argued by four scholars. 
The late Eric Williams, in Capitalism and Slavery, suggested that the rise 
of industrial capitalism in Great Britain reduced the significance of West 
Indies crops and of the trade consequent upon their production and that 
it intensified interest in Africa and the colonies generally as markets; it 
also brought in its train the nsing influence of manufacturers in Great 
Britain’s politics. This, plus the possibilities offered in the development 
of India and Asia generally led to a receptivity to anti-slave trade plead- 
ings and to antislavery itself. 

Some commentators have found this argument not fully persuasive. 
David Brion Davis, especially, observed that there was a steep decline 
early in the nineteenth century in the relative weight of the West Indian 
contribution to the British economy. From 1812 to 1822, both Bnitish 
West Indian imports and exports fell, and subsequently, the West Indian 
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share of total British trade, by value, declined almost 21 percent from 
1828 to 1832. 

Thomas L. Haskell pointed to what he called “the most important con- 
tribution of Marxian historiography,” namely, “that the humanitarian im- 
pulse emerged when and where it did because of its kinship with those 
social and economic changes that we customarily denominated as ‘the 
rise of capitalism.’” His emphasis here was on “the rise”’—the early pe- 
riod of capitalism—not the later period when monopolization helped in- 
duce opposite tendencies. Certainly, the rejection of feudalism’s 
postulates—ordained graduations in society, stability in preference to 
mobility, innate sinfulness as the source and justification of human 
woes—by the Enlightenment associated with capitalism’s ascendancy of- 
fered fertile soil for the questioning of enslavement. 

Seymour Drescher, in his Econocide: British Slavery in the Era of Ab- 
olition, added that one “must imaginatively allow for the possibility” that 
in addition to these economic developments and changes there might also 
have been “produced a new balance of social power sufficient, for the 
first time, to redefine a thriving trade as man stealing, and then to de- 
stroy that trade, regardless of either its economic value or its stage of 
development. ”4” 

I suggest that all these explanations are valid and interrelated. It would 
be well to consider, too, the ethical-ideological impact of the antislav- 
ery argument, which accompanied, grew out of, and reinforced the 
economic-political forces described by the above authors. As Betty 
Fladeland pointed out, “The struggles in Great Britain and the United 
States against slavery and the slave trade were so closely connected that 
they deserve to be studied together”—which she then proceeded to do 
in a persuasive volume.” 

To the forces mentioned above, however, must be added the impact 
of the slaves themselves and of free people of African derivation. Du 
Bois, in his The World and Africa first published in 1947, suggested that 
slave uprisings in the New World (especially but not exclusively in Haiti) 
were consequential in pushing forward the bourgeois-democratic revo- 
lutionary development of the era. And both David B. Davis and Eugene 
D. Genovese have also commented upon this.“ In my American Negro 
Slave Revolts (1943) one of the themes was the interconnection between 
antislavery agitation and slave unrest and violence—each influenced the 
other. Im.general, when.considering the history.ofantislavery, primary 
weight should always be.given.to,the activities of.black.people,..slave and 
free, for they were. the. catalysts. and. indispensable. components. of the 
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movement to end slavery. Indeed, although Engels declared that “cir- 
cumstances make man,” he added (though others occasionally forget this) » 
that “man makes circumstances.” The interplay is of the essence of his- 
tory’s dialectic. It should be added that an essential part of the “circum- 
stances” are precisely the activities of human beings, constituting the 
“fire bell in the night,” to use Jefferson’s characterization of the argu- — 
ments about slavery in 1820. He believed that human beings clang those 
bells and that the receptiveness of other humans to a particular clanging 
depends both on “circumstances” and on “man.” 

Specifically, when considering the growth of antislavery feeling in the 
United States and Great Britain, one should not neglect the impact of 
slave unrest in the West Indies. This involved not only the maroon phe- 
nomenon characteristic of those islands but also repeated slave uprisings 
in the 1820s in Martinique, Puerto Rico, Cuba, Antigua, Tortola, De- 
merara, Barbados, St. Lucia, Grenada, Dominica, Trinidad, and Ja- 
maica.® Reports of these events reached the southern press. Declining 
production and falling profits were bad enough; but threats to one’s con- 
tinuing existence were of quite a different urgency. 








Chapter Seven 


Women and Abolitionism 


A hallmark of the revolutionary character of the Abolitionist movement 
was the indispensable role played by women. It was the first great.social 
movement.in, U.S.. history_in, whichewomen: fully participated in-every 
capacity:"as° organizers, propagandists,» petitioners;-lecturers;-authors, 
editorsy"executives, and especially:rank-and-filers. Every revolutionary 
movement needs—and produces—participants who cannot be dis- 
suaded, who overcome not only persecution and prosecution but also 
vilification and ostracism, who finally remain firm, devoted, and active 
despite all odds, and who are willing literally to give their lives to its 
vision. 

Odious conditions, grievances, and the development of an ideology lay 
the foundation for a social movement, but for the movement to actually 
mobilize, the human players must act. This vital human participation and 
interacting societal developments together forge the movement’s nature 
and its dynamic. In this case, the prevailing conditions of women as a 
whole, and of distinct classes of women and of black women as differ- 
entiated from white women—which necessarily encompassed dominant 
male attitudes—were fundamental components of Abolitionism. 

The dialectics of the women’s movement and the Abolitionist move- 
ment has been well expressed by Bettina Aptheker: 


The intersection of Abolitionism and woman’s rights in organization and personnel 
confirmed the revolutionary impulse of the anti-slavery cause. A mutually com- 
Pelling dialectical arrangement sustained the two movements, so that each rein- 
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forced the radicalism of the other. The female presence helped to shape the 
revolutionary character of abolitionism, and practical engagement in the struggle 
against slavery impelled a consciousness of a distinctly feminist vision. ' 


Here is suggested a complex feature of Abolitionism and women’s par- 
ticipation, namely, not only the connection between that relationship and 
the development of the effort for the civil rights of women, but also the 
connection between both, participation in both, and the development of 
a movement for women’s emancipation—for her reemergence into per- 
sonhood. Precisely the same triad appears in the history of blacks in the 
United States: (1) a termination of slavery; (2) the achievement of civil 
rights (full citizenship); and (3) the achievement of liberation—autonomy, 
full equality, but not equality in which one’s freedom annihilates one’s 
particularity. On the contrary, freedom is the fullest affirmation of that 
particularity. By achieving real equality and retaining themselves, black 
people do not simply join U.S. society; they transform it. Better, by 
joining it as equals they therefore simultaneously transform it from a 
racist society into an egalitarian one. By. achieving equality;.women,.too 
transform»society. 

The Abolitionist movement had this ultimate achievement in its logic; 
that is, it required an assault upon racism to undercut a basic socio- 
ideological bulwark of the slave system. Black Abolitionists especially 
understood this and incessantly spoke of it. It was this vision—and the 
differences in perceiving it—that helped abort Reconstruction and, as 
early as 1870, produced the liquidation of the Abolitionist movement. 

Participants in Abolitionism sersed this logic in the case of women as 
well as of black people. More»was:involved than deprivation of civil.and 
propertyerights—horrendous as these were for many to contemplate. 
Personal..and.sexual relations were involved. Gerda Lerner, having in 
mind the predominantly upper-class character of the women’s suffrage 
movement, has remarked that its leadership “never departed from a 
strictly mainstream, Christian, Victorian approach toward marriage and 
morality.”” But in the Abolitionist movement even such sacred precincts 
were attacked. Those in the left wing of the movement, for example, in 
a convention held in Vermont in 1858 heard a woman—unidentified in the 
proceedings—insist that societal tyranny had deeper roots than any had 
enunciated even there among anarchists and atheists: “I go a step further 
back,” she announced, “an .it.is the marriage instituuon,that keeps 
woman, degraded in mental.and.maral. slavery.” 

Another woman at the same convention, Julia Branch, also denounced 
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the institution of marriage, as then constituted. Further, she said that a 
woman should assert and maintain. “her right to bear. children when she 
will and | by ‘whom she wil.” Otherwise, women were little better than 
slaves—objects, for a marketplace. Several men assented. Henry Clapp 
said it certainly was a fact that coercion was involved in the marriage 
relationship, and Stephen S. Foster announced his agreement. William 
Lloyd Garrison affirmed general sympathy with the remarks of both 
women, although he added that perhaps Branch had gone too far in her 
ideas about bearing children. 

It must be noted, however, that the redoubtable Frances Wright, al- 
though never a part of the Abolitionist movement itself, not only pi- 
oneered as a woman in public lecturing.in. the early and mid-1820s but 
also attacked slavery as such and advocated full equality for women. In 
regard to the ‘latter, Frances Wright specifically called for birth control, 
the equal ual night. of _women to divorce, and the propriety of women_re- 
maining in. possession 0 of their own property after marriage.‘ 

“Prior to the public enunciation of these concerns about sexual conduct 
and the marriage relationship in 1858, some women active in antislavery 
and the woman’s movement brought these questions up in private cor- 
respondence. At a temperance « convention in 1853, Lucy Stone had sug- 
alliances.” Two “years later, Stone and Antoinette ‘Brown, Susan B. An- 
thony, Elizabeth Cady Stanton, and Paulina Davis discussed the question 
in their correspondence.®* Davis had wanted to bring the matter of marital 
relations up publicly, and Stone commented it was “clear” to her “that 
question underlies the whole movement.” She added: “Has_ woman a 
property, etc., ‘if I may not keep my body, and its uses in my absolute 
night.” And she pointed out that “not one in a thousand can do that now.” 
Nevertheless, she considered that publicly airing the issue was 
“untimely.” 

Following the 1858 conference in Vermont, the question of marital 
relations was raised publicly again at the 1860 National Woman's Con- 
vention. Here Elizabeth Cady Stanton, supported by Ernestine Rose and 


a handful “of the bolder women,” introduced a resolution affirming that 
divorce orce represented greater morality than continued mariage when the 


latter was was characterized b by the “violence, debauchery ant and e: excess” ” that 
sometimes s appeared —especially if ‘drunkenne ess was 1S present. | “Some men 
participated in this convention; they and some of the women opposed the 
Stanton-Rose resolution. Wendell Phillips thought it was out of order 
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since the convention’s essential purpose was “to discuss the laws which 
rest unequally upon women’—not a good argument, for such laws fa- 
vored men. At any rate, he added, the question of divorce applied to men 
as well as women and therefore was out of order. The resolution was 
allowed to stand, but it was not formally adopted. The question would 
wait two generations before it would again be seriously discussed in 
public. 

Stanton, however, publicly lamented the position of Wendell Phillips 
on this matter, writing in a letter published in the Liberator (1 June 1860) 
that the objection against man holding man as property—the heart, of 
Abolitionism—applied to the marriage relationship wherein women were 
the property.of men. This tendency to equate the subordinate position 
of women to men with the actualities of chattel slavery troubled some 
Abolitionists, especially the blacks among them, like Frederick Douglass. 

Some.marriages between. Abolitionist_ men and women_reflected the 
impact of antislavery upon women’s consciousness. and militancy. For ex- 
ample, when Lucy Stone and Henry Blackwell were married (with 
Thomas Wentworth Higginson officiating) in May 1855, the bride prom- 
ised to “love and honor” her husband—and no more—while the groom 
read a joint statement pledging recognition of the wife as “an indepen- 
dent, rational being” and promised not to obey any laws that might “con- 
fer upon the husband an injurious and unnatural superiority. ”® 

Expressions of explicit attacks upon the sexual subordination of 
women and of women’s right to control the uses of their own bodies are 
rare, however, in the literature of antislavery movement. The concept 
nevertheless was at least implicit in the rejection of the most notorious 
of Biblical male-supremacist injunctions as that in Genesis 3:16, “he shall 
rule over thee,” and Paul’s admonition in Ephesians 2:22-24, “Wives, 
submit yourselves unto your husbands, as unto the Lord.” It was pres- 
ent, too, in somewhat sublimated form when white women Abolitionists 
passionately attacked..the.sexual domination and abuse of black women 
and the breeding and selling of black children that were integral parts rs of 
chattel slavery. Black women, however, who were the object of this 
sexual domination, expressed their outrage directly not only in words but — 
through their actions. Black men, too, faced with the reality of the insti- 
tutionalization of the sexual violation of black women, were frequently 
moved by this circumstance to the point of assaulting slave owners and 
overseers. 

That the sexual aspect of Afro-American enslavement was at the foun- 
dation of the undercurrent of hostility to the institution among southern 
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upper- and middle-class white women has been asserted by Anne F. 
Scott. One such woman noted, in a letter to another, that Harriet 
Beecher Stowe, in making Simon Legree a bachelor, had ignored one of 
the most festering sores of slavery.’ 

Differing attitudes among male and female Abolitionists toward the 
rights of women were strikingly displayed in a case involving a Mrs. 
Phelps of Massachusetts. Beaten and divorced by her husband, a mem- 
ber of the State Senate, and stripped of her children, Mrs. Phelps early 
in 1860 managed to flee with one daughter and ended up at the home of 
a Quaker woman, Lydia Mott in Albany, New York. It happened that 
Susan B. Anthony was visiting Mott; the two women promptly offered 
refuge to Phelps and her daughter. Anthony took the two fugitives in 
disguise to the New York City house of another Quaker, Abby Hopper 
Gibbons, where they eluded capture for almost a year. Detectives mired 
by the husband found them and returned them to him, as the law pro- 
vided. Mr. Phelps had, meanwhile, appealed to Garrison and Phillips to 
help regain the fugitives; it appears that both men, accepting the law, 
urged Susan Anthony to yield. She saw the case.as not unlike that of a 
fugitive. slave—where_the law.also favored the master—and refused to 
give up.the fugitives, willingly. ° 

Women in the United States, both,.black.and white, had founded their 
own organizations. prior. to. the appearance of women’s anti-slavery. or- 
ganizations. These had come into existence as social, insurance, and be- 
nevolent,_ efforts.” They provided the women with experience for later 
antislavery organizations, which in turn led to organizations devoted to 
the women’s rights movement itself Women had also been active in var- 
ious _philanthropic.and. religious, societies. 

Early in 1830 William Lloyd Garrison was surprised when he learned 
of a petition to Congress opposing cruel practices against American In- 
dians signed by seven hundred women in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. Gar- 
rison, then editing the Genius of Universal Emancipation, wrote on 12 
February 1830 that “this was an uncalled for interference, though made { 
with holiest intentions.” He continued: “We should be sorry to have this 
Practice become general. There would then be no question agitated in 
Congress without eliciting the informal and contrarient opinions of the 
softer sex.” When, some decades later, Abby Kelley Foster laughingly 
Sages this to Garrison’s attention, he replied. “Whereas I was blind, now 

i see,” 

By the 1820s, women in Great Britain had become active in antislavery 

efforts—some, like Hannah More, Amelia Oppie and Elizabeth Heyrick, 
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especially prominent. By 1825 a Women’s Anti-Slavery Society was func- 
tioning in Birmingham, England. In the previous year Heyrick’s signifi- 
cant and militant pamphlet Immediate, Not Gradual Abolition had been 
published in London. Two years later it was issued in pamphlet form in 
New York and was reprinted in serial form in Benjamin Lundy’s pioneer- 
ing Genius of Universal Emancipation, beginning in November 1825. 

In Lundy’s paper, contributions regularly appeared from Elizabeth 
Chandler, beginning in 1826 when she was nineteen years old; three 
years ‘ater she edited a “Ladies Repository” section in the paper. She 
was also among the earliest_contributors to Garrison’s Liberator. Her 
contributions were in the form of poems as well as. prose and focused on 
moral- religious . objections to slavery. Chandler died at the age of twenty- 
seven in 1834, but she had lived long enough to be part of the first Ab- 
olitionist organizations of the thirties. Although in her time she was a 
legendary figure in the Abolitionist effort, her pioneering role was all but 
forgotten by the 1850s." 

In 1833 the best-selling author Lydia | Maria Child issued in Boston her 
Appeal in Favor of That Class of Americans Called Africans, which from 
its title to its concluding line was unequivocal and militant, so much so 
that publishers banned her work and the Boston Atheneum withdrew her 
reading privileges. Here Child, like Heyrick, demanded an immediate 
termination.of the sin and outrage.of slavery, denounced colonization as 
a_racist plan whose actual purpose..was to make slavery. more secure, 
and pointedly rejected compensation for.slave owners (Heyrick had sug- 
gested the propriety of compensating the slaves rather than their own- 
ers). Child’ 's effort was particularly powerful in denouncing..racist 
practices in in the North and in | the > South and ad argued 1 in favor.of the.essen- 
tial equality of human beings, Tejecting ‘concepts. of innate.racial inferiority 
as, blasphemous, and unscientific. Like most of the antislavery work com- 
ing from women, it was notable for its assault upon racist conduct and its 
fierce denunciation not.only. of slavery in. general but.of the ens t 
of women, in.particular. In pioneering quality, scope, and fiercene 
Child’s pamphlet of 1833 is comparable to David Walker's extraordinam” 
1829 Appeal, which it is likely she had read. 

Women’s work as authors, from Child to Angelina Grimké, and Sarah 
Grimké to Harriet Beecher Stowe, was of decisive.significance.in the 
development of Abolitionist sentiment. Their work as editors, from Lydia 
Maria Child to Maria Weston Chapman to Jane E. Hitchcock Jones, of 
papers like the Liberator, the Anti-Slavery Standard, and the Anti-Slavery 
Bugle also was indispensable. As lecturers and organizers for Abolition- 
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ism their roles again were.extraordinary; from the Grimké sisters to 
Abby Kelley, and Susan B. Anthony to the very young Anna Dickenson 
working just before and during the Civil War, women had few equals. 

By 1833 women’s antislavery organizations (generally with black and 
white members and leaders, and also some with black women alone) had 
made their appearance. They proliferated within a few years throughout 
the northern Atlantic states and into the Midwest, Ohio, Illinois, and 
Michigan particularly. Black women pioneered and participated in these 
groups, creating their own societies as well as forming part of the original 
women’s societies. Qne of the first, women's.antislavery societies in the 
United States, in fact,..was. founded. by. black women. in. Salem,.Massa- 
chusetts, _in February 1832; its existence was commented upon in the 
Liberator later that year (17 November). Black women served as. peti- 
tioners,,lecturers,,authors,,.and agitators, for, like black men,.they could 
make_sharp.impressions, upon a northern population suspicious. of, Aboli- 
tionism and_particularly prone to racism, In this connection such figures 
as Sojourner Truth, Ellen Craft, Harriet Purvis, Charlotte Forten and 
the Forten sisters (Marguerite, Harriet, and Sarah) were important..As 
actiyist.and Underground Railroad conductor, no one surpassed (perhaps 
none equaled) Harriet Tubman, 

“Historical sources suggest that although antiracism was a salient fea- 
ture of Abolitionism in general, it was especially true of the women in 
the movement. In the struggle against antimiscegenation laws, all Abo- 
litionists faced fierce opposition and vulgar abuse, but black people and 
particularly black women met affront and insult of a kind unusual even for 
them. And in fighting against jim crow transportation aboard coaches, 
ships, and trains, Abolitionists did valiant service, and the black women 
among them, including Sgourner Truth and Mary Green of Lynn, Mas- 


pee were outstanding 
oh RSW IE MONR A pie us. role, including 
he 
andall but others like Phebe, Mathews 


se og Ea isda. Elizabeth | sea and , and Laura Hav- 

i. Weed, one of the “Cincinnati Sisters” who worked de devotedly. for 

fon, was.culogized, “arly in "1844 by Theodore ‘Weld as, having 

eotsd bers especialy “to the lowest class of. the.colared people. . . . 

She lived in, their, families, made, them her companions, linked herself to 

their lot, shared with them their burdens. and their bonds, and 1 meekly 
bowed her head with theirs toa the storm that swept aver, them. " ne 

But by no. means were the Abolitionist.women always meek. Their 

courage. was unbounded, for example, in preventing the lynching ¢ of Gar- 
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rison in Boston in 1836, in defying a mob in Philadelphia in 1837, and in 
facing the taunts of fanatically prejudiced men, some holding high office. 
Sojourner Truth, with her six-foot-tall figure, dark face, and large, ex- 
pressive eyes, repeatedly bested her hecklers. Immortal is her Akron, 
Ohio, speech of 1851 demanding both freedom for her people and equal- 
ity for her gender with its repeated refrain in reply to a loud-mouthed — 
doubter, “And ain’t I a woman?” 

Parker Pillsbury has left a description of Sojourner Truth at an 1855 
antislavery convention in Ohio where one of those who had come to 
bait—a young attorney—said Afro-Americans were “but the connecting 
link between man and animals.” For nearly an hour he spewed forth his 
bile, deliberately seeking to provoke and disrupt. Finally, spent, he fell 
silent. Truth responded. She began: “When I was a slave away down 
there in New York, and there was some particularly bad work to be done, 
some colored woman was sure to be called upon to do it. And when I 
heard that man talking away there as he did almost a whole hour, I said 
to myself here’s one spot of work sure that’s fit for colored folks to clean 
up after.” Pillsbury said that Truth “spoke but a few minutes. . . not loud 
nor in rage . . . singularly calm, subdued and serene.” Even the loqua- 
cious young man seems to have been abashed. Pillsbury concluded that 
“the convention was a success” with “that scene alone’—the black — 
woman “dressed in dark green, a white handkerchief crossed over her 
breast, a white turban on her head”—cleaning up the mess left by a moral — 
idiot. 8 

Reflective of the concentration upon the evil of racism in particular was 
the resolution proposed by Sarah Grimké and adopted at the 1838 Anti- 
slavery Convention of American Women: “It is the duty of Abolitionists — 
to identify themselves with.these oppressed Americans, by sitting with 
them in places of worship, by appearing with them in our streets, by 
giving them our countenance in steamboats and stages, by visiting with 
them in their homes, and encouraging them to visit us, receiving them | 
as we do our fellow citizens. ”"4 

Abolitionists, black and white, men and women, conducted sit-ins at — 
racist hotels (as in Cleveland in 1857), frequently on boats and stages 
and railroads, from time to time ending up bloody but unbowed as in the 
repeated case of Frederick Douglass and of Mary Green, the black 
woman who.was secretaryof the Lynn Anti-Slavery Society. 

Demonstrating the work of women in the theoretical assault upon rac- 
ism is the extraordinary book published anonymously by Mary Putnam, 
elder sister of James Russell Lowell.'* Issued in Boston in 1861, Record 





Women and Abolitionism 85 


of an Obscure Man brought together the findings of Africanists like Dixon 
Denham and Mungo Park and Hugh Clapperton to demonstrate that the 
idea equating “Africa” with barbarism was the construct of rationalizing 
European exploiters. The book received high praise from the general 
Abolitionist press, like the Liberator (20 November 1861), and from the 
black publication, the Anglo-African (15 February 1862). 


The participation of women in the Abolitionist movement was opposed 
Faw © . . . 

on several grounds, The most widely cited was simply male supremacy: 
women’s place is in the home; women naturally are dependent; the Scrip- 
tures teach male domination; women’s participation in political agitation 
is unseemly and denigrating—it is destructive of their special function 
and unique quality. 

“There were other arguments, especially that women’s insistence upon 
participation would weaken the Abolitionist movement for it would affront 
many who. might otherwise participate; or that women’s activity within 
Abolitionism brought forward the idea of women’s rights as a whole and 
that_was..a.different..crusade—pushing it would weaken.the antislavery 
effort. Slavery, it was insisted, was the central canker in the Republic’s 
body; nothing should detract from its excision. 

The responses came mostly from women, who were joined by some 
men—Wendell Phillips, William Lloyd Garrison, Theodore Dwight Weld, 
and Frederick Douglass. Except for Phillips, however, even they had 
some objections to full and equal participation of women. Garrison, as 
mentioned earlier, blanched at exposing sexual domination and the in- 
equality of the marriage relationship. Weld argued with the Grimké sis- 
ters (until more or less won over by them) that perhaps they should curb 
or moderate their assaults upon slavery, especially in mixed (male and 
female) gatherings. Douglass suggested that it would be preferable if 
women (he had in mind especially Abby Kelley) did not accept officer 
posts in Abolitionist organizations. 

It was necessary in counterargument to point out that human liberation 
required universal application; that the idea of the inferiority of women 
had_no.more.validity than that of the.inferiority of black people; that 
inhibiting t the role of women violated the Bill of Rights as surely as inhib- 
iting the role of men; that half the slaves were women and.their enslave- 
ment was especially horrendous—to keep women.from.participating in 
the effort to emancipate, their sisters.was.wrong. 

ne argument applied to the issue of women’s participation in Aboli- 
tionism was analogous to the antiracist argument stressing the humanity 
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of blacks. The Anti-Slavery Society’s constitution invited all persons who 
favored its goals to join, and, it was pointed out, women were persons. 
Garrison added, accurately, that in insisting upon the nght of women to 
participate fully and equally in the Abolitionist effort, the movement’s 
constitution was not taking a stand as to the civil nghts of women. Al- 
though in his language Garrison spoke as though Abolitionism was and 
should be a male enterprise, this reflected a limitation of the language of 
the time, not his advocacy of such a limitation. It hints at what women 
faced at this time. 

The linguistic problem is striking in a passage from a public letter 
written by Garrison on 17 July 1839. As secretary of the Massachusetts 
Anti-Slavery Society, he responded to the creation of the schismatic 
Massachusetts Abolition Society. The latter group had split off because 
of differences over the role of women in the antislavery movement, as 
well as over questions of political activity, pacifism, and Sabbath observ- 
ance. Garrison wrote: 


The anti-slavery enterprise claims of every abolitionist that he shall remember 
those who are in bonds as bound with them, that he shall act consistently and 
conscientiously, according to his anti-slavery professions, and that he shall not 
sacrifice the cause of bleeding humanity to any sectarian or party object what- 
ever. Occupying, therefore, this extensive field, it has ever welcomed to its 
ranks every human being who is willing to recognize the poor despised Negro as 
“a man and a brother.” 


Continuing, Garrison noted that seceders had ingjsted that women myst 
be excluded .and.silenced.or.the.cfforts.af Abolitionisis would be divided. 
Such efforts, they said, are “important and onerous enough to demand 
all our efforts—our undivided efforts.” But, said Garrison, that is “the 
very reason why the aid of women is deemed to be indispensable by 
abolitionists!”!® 

Somemen..made.powerful—even unequivocal—speeches.in.defense 
of the rights of women.to.participate.in.the. antislavery. struggle. Thus, 
James Forten, Jr., son of the widely known black Philadelphia leader, 
speaking on 14 April 1836 before the Ladies Anti-Slavery Society of that 
city, pointed out: 


It has often been said by anti-Abolitionists that the females have no right to 
interfere with the question of slavery or petition for its overthrow; that they had 
better be at home attending to their domestic affairs, etc. What a gross error— 
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what an anti-Christian spirit this bespeaks! Were not the holy commands: “Re- 
member them that are in bonds, as bound with them,” and “Do unto others as 
ye would they should do unto you,” intended for women to obey as well as men? 
Most assuredly they were.” 


Douglass, as is well known, attended the Seneca Falls. Convention in 
1848 and supported women in their ensuing cz campaign to achieve. ciyil 
rights. Indeed, speaking at the National Women's. Rights Convention of 
1850.held 4 in. Worcester, Massachusetts, in October, Douglass urged: 

“Let woman take ike her rights, and t then she shall be free. 18 

‘Nevertheless ey eyen Douglass. drew. ‘the, line. at. women accepting lead- 
ership.responsibilities in general Abolitionist.societies. Speaking in Roch- 
ester on 19 May 1855, he recalled that at the national convention of the 
American Anti-Slavery Society held in May 1840, Abby Kelley’s appoint- 
ment to its business committee was upheld by a vote of 557 to 451. On 
this occasion Amos Phelps, Lewis Tappan, and some other male mem- 
bers of the committee resigned and soon thereafter established the 
short-lived American and Foreign Anti-Slavery Society. That society’s 
constitution provided for the separate organization of women’s anti-slav- 
ery affiliates, and these were to be represented by male delegates at 
national conventions. 


Douglass, with this turn of events in mind, declared, “Thus was a ~ 


grand philanthropic movement rent asunder by a side issue, having noth- 
ing whatever to do with the great object which the American Anti-Slav- 
ery Society was organized to carry forward.” Upon whom did Douglass 
place the onus for this unhappy result? He continued: 


i 


Before I would have stood in such an attitude, and taken the responsibility of ¥ 


dividing the ranks of freedom’s army, I would have suffered my right arm to be 
taken off. How beautiful it would have been for that woman, how nobly would 
her name have come down to us in history, had she said: “All things are lawful 
for me, but all things are not expedient! While I see no objection to my occupying 
a place on your committee, I can for the slave’s sake forego that privilege.” The 
battle for Woman's Rights should be fought on its own ground; as it is, the slave’s 
cause, already too heavy laden, had to bear up under this new addition; but, I 
will not go further on that subject, except to characterize it as a mistake. '° 


Wendell Phillips, in Worcester on 16 October 1851, when speaking on 
“Woman’s Rights” urged that women should “TAKE your rights” and by 
the latter he made clear he had in mind full equality. He said, “We do not 
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seek to protect woman, but rather to place her in a position to defend 
herself.” She had, he continued, all the duties of a citizen; hence, she 
should have all the rights of a citizen. Further, said Phillips, “Leave it to 
woman to choose for herself her professions, her education, her 
sphere”—this after declaring that “the proper sphere for all human beings 
is the largest and highest to which they are able to attain.” He demanded 
that all positions and professions be open to women and that equal pay 
for equal work be applied to women as well as to men. “It is competition 
in too narrow lists,” he declared, “that starves women in our cities; and 
those lists are drawn narrow by superstition and prejudice.” The move- 
ment for women’s freedom, said Phillips “is a great social protest against 
the very fabric of society”; indeed, he thought it “the great question of 
the age.” He said this while devoting his life to eliminating the most awful 
scourge of his time.” 

The leading women. Abolitionists saw.nothing contradictory. in.their 
devotion both to antislavery and to the full freedom of their gender; on 
the contrary they,.saw the complementary, interlocking character of the 
two. 

Lucretia Mott, for example, chairing the May 1837 Anti-Slavery Con- 
vention of American Women emphasized that “by the concentration of 
our efforts in this way, we not only advance the emancipation of the 
slave, but . . . the fettered mind of women is fast releasing itself from 
the thralldom in which long existing custom has bound it and by the ex- 
ercise of her talents in the cause of the oppressed—her intelligence as 
well as moral being is rising into new life.” 

Angelina Grimké, in a private letter of 25 July 1837, noted that “our 
womanhood is as great an offense to some as our Abolitionism.” Vast, 
she said, was the “discussion in the province of women and I am glad of 
it.” She and sister Sarah, she continued, were “willing to bear the brunt 
of the storm, if we can only be the means of making a breach in that wall 
of public opinion which lies right in the way of woman’s true dignity, honor 
and usefulness.” 

They spoke publicly only on slavery, Angelina Grimké wrote in ee 
letter on 10 August 1837, but in doing so they would not accept 
advice of those who urged that they bar men from attending. No, the 
would not do that, she said in a profoundly radical paragraph: “In soit 
so_we should surrender a fundamental principle, believing as.we did that 
as moral beings it is our duty to appeal to all moral beings on this subject 
without any distinction of sex.” She concluded this letter: “This will soon 
be an absorbing topic, it must be discussed whether women.are moral 
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and responsible beings, and whether there is such a thing as male and 
female duties, etc. My opinion is that there ave none and that this false 
idea had driven the plowshare of ruin over the whole field of morality.” 

Angelina Grimké aimed another letter, 2 September 1837, at the Rev- 
erend Amos A. Phelps, a Congregational minister and then general agent 
of the Massachusetts Anti-Slavery Society who shortly was to lead the 
secessionist movement from that society precisely on the grounds of the 
role of women. She felt it helpful to point out to the minister that “woman 
has been used as a drudge and caressed like a spoiled child, and man 
inflicted no less an injury on himself in thus degrading us, for some of the 
noblest virtues are too generally deemed unmanly.” 

Sarah Grimké, a month earlier, had already written to Phelps that if 
pleading the cause of the slave had.involved,them,in. controversy over 
the rights of women,,.then-“the. consequence,we.must.leave to Him who 
has pointed out, this path, for.us,to.Walk»iltse.»«: God has unexpectedly 
placed_us,in.the-forefront.of the battle which,is to be waged against the 
rights and duties and responsibilities.of woman;.it would ill become us. to 
shiink from such a contest.”?! 

These letters to Phelps were preparatory to two publications by the 
Grimké sisters to appear in 1838 both in serialized newspaper form and 
as separate and widely read publications. Angelina’s work was a response 
to an essay by Catharine E. Beecher, eldest daughter of the Reverend 
Lyman Beecher and sister of Harriet Beecher Stowe and the Reverend 
Henry Ward Beecher. Catharine Beecher, though herself a woman of 
great independence and founder and director of several outstanding 
schools for women, was of a socially conservative outlook and specifically 
opposed b both Abolitionism.and.the,eahancement.of women's. civil rights. 
Arguing both positions, she published early in 1837 An Essay on Slavery 
and Abolitionism with Reference to the Duty of American Females. Ad- 
dressed specifically to Angelina Grimké, this essay argued in favor of 
colonizationism and in opposition to political activity—even petitioning— 
by women. 

Beginning later in May, Angelina replied to Catharine Beecher in let- 
ters published in the Emancipator and the Liberator (and in 1838 as a 
book), arguing both the propriety and duty of immediate emancipation 
and the necessity of agitation, including political struggle, to achieve this 
vital goal. In the latter effort the strength of all was required, and this 
meant the full participation of women and men in the effort. In developing 
this theme, Angelina ( Grimké affirmed that she believed “itis woman’s 
right to have a voice in all the laws and regulations by which she i is gov- 
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erned, whether in Church or State, and that. the present arrangements 
of society, on these points, are a violation of human nghts, a rank_usur- 
pation of power.” This led her to the transforming conclusion that “ woman 
has . . . just as much right to sit. upon the throne.of England, or in the 
Presidential chair of the United States.” 

Explicitly joining the Abolitionist and women’s nghts efforts, and the 
necessity of civil liberties—anathema to the slaveholders—she wrote: 
“The discussion of the nghts of the slave has opened. the... way forthe 
discussion “of other rights, and the ultimate result.will most.certainly be 
the breaking of every. yoke, the letting the oppressed.of every grade, and 
description go free—an emancipation. far. more. glorious than any the 
world has yet seen.” — 

At about the same time, Mary.Parker, then president.ef.the Boston 
Female Anti- -Slavery Society, suggested to Sarah Grimké that she put on 
Paper her ideas_on.the equality.of.the.sexes and especially on religious 
equality. The result was the appearance of fifteen letters published i in the 
New England Spectator and the Liberator, which appeared in book form 
as Letters on the Equality of the Sexes and the Condition of women . 
(Boston, 1838). 

Responding to public attacks from various clergymen and their orga- 
nizations directed against both the alleged vituperation and impetuosity 
of the Abolitionists and, especially, the unseemly departure from proper 
female conduct by agents of and lecturers for the impractical agitators 
(meaning the Grimké sisters), Sarah.Grimké rejected the male supre- 
macist reading of the Bible. God, she held, had produced both the male 
and the female in his image-and no inequality. of either.existed. Let men 
“take their feet from off our necks” so that “we might stand upright on 
that ground which God designed us to occupy.” The injunction that 
women had to be instructed by men, including reverend gentlemen, she 
dismissed; and the suggestion that women should heed their advice as 
to whom they listened to—that “I utterly defy.” 

Sarah Grimké here denounced what she called men’s.corrupt-“passion 
for..supremacy.” After summarizing the grossly unequal condition of 
women in Europe and the United States, she especially denounced the 
inferior education they were. offered andthe é.domesticity emphasized,as 
their. proper—indeed, sioleesiunclion. She particularly condemned_the 
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must feel that she i is the equal, and is designed to be. the fellow laborer 
of Her Brother.” 

“Having seen slavery firsthand, she passionately denounced it and es- 
pecially lambasted the barbaric treatment of women slaves. She called 
on women to activate themselves in ‘every. sphere of civilization; it was 
their obligation ‘and they were fully capable of performing all tasks at least 
as well as men. As for the latter, the equality of women would redound 
to their benefit, for women possessing full equality .would.be.“unspeak- 
ably more valuable than woman as. their inferior.”” 


By 1840 women in the United States were integrated within the main- 
stream of the Abolitionist movement and separate conventions of anti- 
slavery women were a thing of the past. But when several black and \y 
white women were elected as delegates to the first World Anti-Slavery 
Convention, held in London that year, they were met with the refusal of 
the English majority to seat them as delegates. After a spirited debate, 
the women adjourned to the balcony as spectators, there to be joined by 
some of the U.S. male delegation, including Wendell Phillips and William 
Lloyd Garrison. 

This international convention..was.predecessor.to.many such. historic 
gatheringS that haves since.oceurred. It forwarded antislavery feeling and 
organization (notably in Ireland),and, stimulated, in particular, an effort to 
cleanse U.S. church establishments of their support of slavery. It was 
also at this 1840 convention that two of the banned women—Lucretia 
Mott and Elizabeth Cady, Stanton—decided to press forward the orga- 
nized i movement. of women,,.particularly. for. civilrights,.thus sowing the 
seeds for the. histeric.Seneca.Falls.meeting-of 4848.7 

Although women Abolitionists participated in every aspect of the 
movement, their role in petitio campaigns | and 1 in antislavery, bazaars 
was especially outstanding. The latter seem to have been almost entirely 
iii asian by. women. These bazaars, or fairs, lasted for 
seve ays and featured exhibits and stalls where artifacts of various 
kinds and books, annuals, and periodicals were sold, many with antislav- 
ery themes. Not atypical was the twenty-third annual National Anti-Slav- 
ery Bazaar, held in 1856-57, at which $5,250 was raised to help sustain 
the National Anti-Slavery Standard, thén edited by Lydia Maria Child. 
Maria Weston Chapman played a key role in initiating and directing this 
important form of propaganda and money-raising.”4 

Campaigns to collect signatures to petitions seeking an end to the do- 
Mestic slave trade or slavery in the District of Columbia or in the federal 
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territories marked the entire life of the antislavery struggle. Men and 
women participated in this effort, which helped bring Abolitionism to the 
consciousness of hundreds of thousands in every corner of the nonslave- 
holding areas. The struggle involved not only gathering signatures but 
also campaigning to get the petitions considered by Congress, which 
raised the issues of freedom of speech and petition. 

Women also took leading positions in statewide petition campaigns. 
Outstanding were the efforts.in Massachusetts to eliminate jim crow 
schools and to terminate the laws prohibiting miscegenation. Both suc- 
ceeded and in both, pennonng: especially by est, was a notable form 
of the political pressure.” Mixed marring 

Numbers of signatures ran into the hundreds of thousands. In 1838 
petitions presented to Congress urging the prohibition of slavery in the 
District of Columbia carried over 400,000 signatures about equally dis- 
tributed between men and women. Gerda Lerner has made a careful 
study of the gender of signers of petitions. Some were circulated by men 
and those contained about 3.3 male signatures to 1 female; in those cir- 
culated by women the figures were almost reversed: 3.5 females _to.1 
male. Totals for antislavery petitions sent to the twenty-fifth Congress 
(1837-38) were about 67,000 signatures in all, of which 22,000 were 
male and 45,000 female. Other studies cited by Lerner support this pro- 
portion of signatures for other periods. Lerner concluded: “The petition- 
ing activities of anti-slavery women in the. 1830s,and,1840s. wer re of “far 
greater significance to the building of the anti-slavery movement than has 
been previously recognized.” And she added, “Moreover, these activities 
contributed directly to the development of a contingent of local and re- 
gional women leaders, many of whom were to transfer their political con- 
cerns to feminist activities after 1848.”2” 

The petition. campaigns by. women.assumed decisive, significance again 
during the Civil War itself. In the spring of 1863.a.petition campaign to 
enact what became two years ; later the. thirteenth Amendment—the ab- 
olition of slavery—was launched under the auspices of the Women’s 
Loyal National League. This effort, led by Elizabeth Cady Stanton.and 
Susan B. Anthony, resulted in the gathering of 400,000 signatures. (One 
of those especially activé in this signature-gathering campaign was Wil- 
liam Andrew Jackson, the escaped former slave-coachman of Jefferson 
Davis. )* 

There is some evidence that women’s organizations took the lead in 
efforts to overcome the disunity and factionalism that hurt the move- 
ment. Individuals like Lydia Maria Child, for example, played a part in 
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this. A group of women, led by Susan F. Porter and Julia Griffiths, who 
formed the Rochester Ladies’ Anti-Slavery Sewing Society in 1851 (as 
distinct from the Sewing Circle formed in that city in 1835), explicitly 
declared its desire to “cooperate with all those whose love for the anti- 
slavery cause rises superior to their connection with any particular party 
or sect of abolitionists.” The Cincinnati Ladies Anti-Slavery Sewing Cir- 
cle, which sponsored annual conventions in that city 1851-55, “at- 
tempted,” wrote John Blassingame, “to bring together the broadest 
possible range of opponents of slavery.” Frederick Douglass, speaking 
at its 1854 convention, alluded to his pleasure that the circle had suc- 
ceeded into shaming “into silence” “all the bitter strifes of new and old 
organization, of moral suasionists, and of legal suasionists.” This unity, 
he said, had flowed from the “overshadowing influence of a common de- 
sire to regenerate the moral sentiment of the country and to emancipate 
the slave.” Soon even Garrison and Douglass buried their deep political 
and personal differences of the late 1840s and early 1850s and appeared 
together.” 

The contemporaneous antislavery sources are sprinkled with evidence 
of the special fervor of women participants. Garrison, for example, in a 
letter of 28 September 1836, wrote that women were the “life of the 
cause” and in another,.dated.6-November 1837, he affirmed that their 
overall influence was greater than men’s. In this letter, Garrison told 
Elizabeth Pease that “in their petitions to Congress, they outnumbered 
us at least three, perhaps five to one.” He added that the Grimké sisters, 
in particular, were “exerting an almost angelic influence,” speaking to 
throngs of people “of both sexes” with remarkably positive results. 
Again, writing to his father-in-law from Boston on 28 September 1836, 
Garrison noted that “the abolition men in this city are somewhat drowsy, 
but the women are, as usual, wide awake, and the life of the cause.” 

Women who were black had reason enough to be especially dedicated 
to Abolitionism; but_white women, tao, had a special motivation insofar 
as their own oppression as women strengthened their passionate adher- 
ence to the cause of ending chattel enslavement—of men and women. 
The clear) “ar relationship between.emancipation of chattel slaves and elimi- 
nation of male si supremacy was a decisive part of the revolutionary. quality 
of Abolitionism. The e_striking similarity in the content of racism and of 
maté chauvinism further strengthened women’s participation in the strug- 
gle against the former as it strengthened their own consciousness of their 
oppression, ‘This,.too,. speaks of Abolitionism’s revolutionary essence. 
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Political Prisoners and Martyrs 


A hallmark of a revolutionary movement is its crop of victims and mar- 
tyrs. Maria Weston Chapman, in drafting the Report of the Boston Female 
Anti-Slavery Society for 1835, remarked that the struggle had “occasioned 
our sons to be expelled from colleges and theological seminaries—our 
friends from professorships—ourselves from literary and social privi- 
leges.” Among those so victimized she named Dr. Henry J. Bowditch, 
Theodore Parker, Adin Ballou, Charles Follen, William Jay, Joshua Cof- 
fin, James Russell Lowell, John G. Fee, and Henry B. Stanton. ! 

Chapman had in mind mostly professional and occupational punish- 
ments suffered by Abolitionists. Certainly all “reputable” institutions 
carefully screened those whose views might be unsound on the question 
of slavery. Not only, for example, did Lane Theological Seminary forbade 
debate on the inflammable question and dismiss students and faculty who 
refused to “behave.” Institutions like Yale, Harvard, Andover, Amherst, 
not to speak of southern colleges, similarly forbade discussion of slavery 
and dismissed or refused to hire those who did not act “responsibly.” 
Dismissed from their positions were the Reverend D. D. Whedon, from 
the University of Michigan in 1851 by the Board of Regents; Professor 
Benjamin Hedrick, from the University of North Carolina in 1856 for 
indicating a preference for John C. Fremont; Elizur Wright, Jr., from Yale 
University in 1833 for Abolitionist activities; and Charles Follen, from 
Harvard for the same offense.” 

These cases for the individuals involved were serious tragedies, but 
they were minor inconveniences compared to the experiences of the 
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scores of men and women who suffered imprisonment, physical assault, 
ever death. “Many ‘of these were whites, but the greatest number, by 
far, of those. politically victimized, jailed, deported, lashed, lynched, ex- 
ecuted, were black men and women, mostly slaves or fugitive slaves, 
but also a significant number of free blacks. It is not customary in the 
literature to consider these people political prisoners or refugees or mar- 
tyrs, but that is what they were. They were protesting against dominant 
social and political arrangements, and seeking their transformation. For 
this they suffered; they were political victims. 

Since the institution of slavery long antedated the appearance of a na- 
tional, organized movement for the immediate uncompensated emanci- 
pation of the slaves (starting in the late 1820s and full-blown by the next 
decade), the existence of political prisoners, martyrs, and victims also 
long antedated the movement. Indeed, with the introduction of slavery 
in America came the people battling it—to the point of facing jail, torture, 
death. That is, with the institution of slavery appeared its combatants. 

Prior to the Abofitionist movement, hundreds of blacks were exe- 
cuted, banished, branded, tortured—imprisonment was the least of it.* 
It is noteworthy that in this earlier period expressions of sympathy from 
and even joint participation by whites and free blacks were far from un- 
common. They supported or led insurrections, assisted fugitives, and 
openly expressed their hostility to, slavery. Whites were accused of sym- 
pathy with slave rebels in 1741 both in New York and in South Carolina; 
a free black man, Charles Deslondes, was a leader of rebellion in Loui- 
siana in 1811; Joseph Wood, a white man, was executed for this crime in 
the same state the next year; George Boxley was convicted and sen- 
tenced to hang for such complicity in Virginia in 1816 (although he es- 
caped). There are still other examples in the early period. Four white 
men, residents of Charleston, were convicted for the crime of encour- 
aging the widespread slave conspiracy, centering in that city in 1822 and 
led by Denmark Vesey, himself then a free black; they were Andrew 
Rhodes, William Allen, Jacob Danders, and John Igneshias. Only the mo- 
tives of Allen were suspect, since a free black man charged that he ex- 
pected to reap financial gain from successful rebels. The others, 
however, simply hated slavery and let the blacks know their feelings. As 
Danders was alleged to have said, the black people “had as much right 
to fight for their liberty as the white people.” All were fined from one 
hundred to one thousand dollars and sentenced to jail terms ranging from 
three months to one year. 

In the general slave unrest in Louisiana in the 1790s, three white 
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men—Joseph Rayado, George Rockenburg, and John Sarge—were con- 
victed as accomplices and sentenced to jail for seven years. In 1802 a 
white man named James Hall Mumford was forced to leave Virginia for 
allegedly encouraging slave rebellion. And early in 1804, a judge of the 
eastern district of Georgia, Jabez Brown, Jr., created a sensation by his 
“inflammatory” charge to a grand jury in Chatham. The jury refused to 
permit the publication of the charge and bitterly denounced the judge. 
Other evidence establishes that Judge Brown had criticized slavery in the 
severest terms, even Stating that he thought rebellion by the slaves fully 
justifiable. This remarkable Georgia official was briefly jailed for “inciting 
insurrection”; upon his release he was remanded out of the state and 
seems to have settled in Rhode Island. 

In August 1818, a Methodist camp meeting held on the plantation of 
Jonas Hogsmire of Washington County, Maryland, was attended by sev- 
eral thousand white people (estimates ranged from two to four thousand) 
and as many as four hundred black people, apparently mostly slaves. For 
reasons not made clear the designated preacher for the occasion was 
unable to speak. His place was taken by the presiding elder of the dis- 
trict, the Reverend Jacob Gruber from Pennsylvania. His sermon was 
delivered in the evening “without the least premeditation or concert with 
any mdividual, black or white”; its theme was “Righteousness exalteth a 
nation, but sin is a reproach to any people.” The particular sin empha- 
sized by the Reverend Mr. Gruber was that of slavery, and charges were 
brought against him for inciting slaves to rebellion. 

The Reverend David Martin, a colleague of Gruber’s, in his preface to 
a small book detailing the subsequent trial and the arguments of opposing 
counsel, stated that the accused had “discussed the subject of negro slav- 
ery ... as a national sin, detrimental to the true interest of the nation 
and individuals, and awfully offensive in the sight of almighty God.” The 
main direction of the sermon “was a call to repent and seek the pardon 
of their sins”: this was clearly addressed to the whites for only they could 
be guilty of slaveholding. Moreover, the preface continues, “to prevent 
all possible misunderstanding among the whites, as to [Gruber’s] mo- 
tives, and to suppress the least thought of insubordination among the 
blacks,” he directed the closing section of his sermon to them. Here he 
“enforced the necessity of obedience to their masters, resignation to 
their condition, of conversion, of religion, of joining their pious masters 
in prayer, that by getting an interest in the merits of the Redeemer they 
would be happy in this world and happy in that day when the Lord should 
judge the quick and the dead.” Nevertheless, a grand jury saw fit to “put 
the preacher upon his trial for the monstrous offense of maliciously and 
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wickedly endeavoring to incite the slaves of Maryland to insurrection and 
rebellion.” 

Gruber was released on bail of one hundred dollars (plus four hundred 
dollars for “security”), and his case was transferred from Washington to 
Frederick County. He surrendered for trial on 1 March 1819. Some who 
testified against him insisted that his sermon had not only condemned 
slavery but logically (some even said explicitly) seemed to justify actual 
rather than merely spintual resistance. Witnesses for the defense testi- 
fied otherwise; Gruber, they said, had carefully refrained from such ad- 
vocacy. On the contrary, he had urged resignation, passivity, and 
obedience, with final trust in a just and rewarding Lord. 

Chief attorney for the defendant was none other than Roger.B.. Taney, 
a future chief justice of the U.S. Supreme Court. He sfid the case was 
unprecedented in Maryland law, that to affirm slavery as evil was no 
more than a commonplace and that the wnitings of Thomas Jefferson 
himself abounded in such descriptions. But his client had not advocated 
conspiracy or sedition; he had not delivered his sermon as part of a crim- 
inal plot and therefore had no criminal intent. The essence of Taney’s 
defense was a substantive one, not a technical one; he at the time clearly 
agreed with Gruber’s evaluation of slavery, although precisely how to 
eliminate the sin he did not know. Indeed, Taney said, as the law now 
stood, “Any man has a right to publish his opinions on that subject when- 
ever he pleases.” Furthermore, he added, “we are prepared to maintain 
the same principles, and to use, if necessary, the same language here in 
the temple of justice, and in the presence of those who are the ministers 
of the law.” 

The prosecution, in closing comments to the jury, admitted that it be- 
lieved “from the evidence, there was no crime committed”; Roger Taney 
offered some concluding remarks—only briefly summarized—and the 
jury returned a verdict of not guilty. 

In a later biographical sketch, Gruber quoted passages from the Bible 
that he believed clearly condemned slavery; he concluded therefrom that 
“traffic in slaves is totally irreconcilable with the principles of justice and 
humanity—not to say Christianity.” He affirmed that he had preached no 
sedition, although he added, “I have heard of Republican slave-holders, 
but I understand no more what it means than Sober Drunkards.” Gruber 
concluded, “Some have been in hopes that I had learned a useful lesson 
in my trial.” He had not yet learned, however, “to call good evil, or evil 
good.” “While I keep my senses,” he said, “I shall consider involuntary 
perpetual slavery miserable injustice; a system of robbery and theft.”* 

Similarly, the same year of Gruber’s trial, a grand jury in Howard 
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County, Missoun, indicted a white man named Humphrey Smith. The 
charge again was verbally inciting slave rebellion, but the outcome of this 
case is not known.° 

In the late 1820s, the encouragement of slave rebels by the antislavery 
effort became more highly organized, urgent, and national in scope. Free 
black people in the North led this effort, developing a newspaper, a Col- 
ored Association, and an anticolonization movement, and issuing the ex- 
traordinary Ajipemsto the Colored Citizens of the World (Boston, 1829) by 
David Walker. Dufing these years, al86, Benjamin Lundy undertook his 
important work and influenced Garrison, who by 1829 was concentrating 
on Abolitionism. 

Walker’s pamphlet, which contains every significant argument and fea- 
ture of Abolitionism (even its culmination—the advocacy of militant re- 
sistance), was widely distributed, although few copies survived the 
systematic destruction of the dangerous work on the part of the author- 
ities. Walker, living in the port of Boston, personally helped disperse the 
pamphlet. Precisely how many copies were made is not known, but since 
it went through three printings, the total must have been several 
hundreds and possibly a few thousands. Its distribution throughout the 
South caused consternation. It was also the subject of nationwide discus- 
sion, and, indeed, it had a lasting impact to the Civil War.°.Within the 
slave states, its possession and/or distribution was a serious criminal 
offense. 7 ———— 
“Governor John Forsyth of Georgia informed the state legislature in 
December 1829 that the pamphlet had reached free blacks and slaves in 
that state. He accompanied this news with a reminder to the legislators 
of the “late fires in Augusta and Savannah” and a slave conspiracy in 
Georgetown, South Carolina. Governor Forsyth added that the mayor of 
Savannah had informed him that the city’s police had recently seized sixty 
copies of the inflammatory Appeal. He, the governor, said that he had 
been told the pamphlets had been brought by the steward of a vessel— 
a white man—and by him turned over “to a negro preacher for dis- 
tribution.” It is likely that arrests occurred as a result of these events, 
although confirmation has not been found. The Savannah mayor wrote to 
Harrison Gray Otis, mayor of Boston, asking that the latter prohibit 
Walker’s activity. Otis in turn had an emissary get the facts from Walker; 
he was told that Walker had indeed sent the pamphlets and that he in- 
tended to continue to do so. Boston law being what it was, Otis could do 
no more than warn ships’ captains sailing out of the port to be alert to 
seditious cargo; he so informed the Georgia official. 
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A white printer in Milledgeville, Georgia, was accused in February 
1830 of introducing the pamphlet into the state; this was Elijah H. Bur- 
ritt, brother of the famous Elihu Burritt, linguist and pacifist. According 
to Merle Curti, Elihu Burritt’s biographer, Elijah “was finally forced to 
flee for his life in the middle of the night when a hostile mob attacked his 
dwelling.” That he safely reached the North is certain, since in July 1832 
a subscription to the Liberator in his name was entered; the later career 
of this political refugee is not known. 

The mayor of Richmond, Virginia, reported in January 1830 the finding 
of the pamphlet in the home of a recently deceased free black. In the 
same year and city, Thomas Lewis, another free black person, was found 
to possess thirty copies of the bombshell. Lewis’s fate is not on record; 
it could not have been pleasant. William H. Pease and Jane H. Pease 
have published evidence of the discovery of the pamphlet in Charleston, 
South Carolina, in March 1830. In this case a culprit was discovered— 
Edward Smith, a white man who served as steward on the Columbo out 
of Boston. He confessed his action and on 11 May a grand jury indicted 
him. On 17 May he was tried, found guilty of “seditious libel,” and, five 
days later, sentenced to a year in jail and a fine of one thousand dollars. 
The later life of Smith is also unknown.’ 

A similar incident occurred in New Orleans in 1830. In May, one James 
Smith was convicted of circulating the Appeal. He was sentenced to one 
year in prison; the relatively light sentence indicates he was probably not 
black. In his memoirs, the eminent Abolitionist the Reverend Samuel J. 
May declared that two missionaries to the Cherokee Indians in Georgia— 
named Worcester and Butler—“were maltreated and imprisoned in 1829 
or 1830, for having one of Walker’s pamphlets, as well as for admitting 
some colored children into their Indian school. ”® 

Walker’s pamphlet was discovered repeatedly in his native state and 
at a time when evidences of a slave disaffection were especially marked. 
Copies were uncovered, for instance, not only in his home city of Wil- 
mington but also in Fayetteville, Chapel Hill, Newborough, and Hillsbor- 
ough. A free black person in Wilmington brought the police, in August 
1830, a copy of the Appeal. Apparently this led to the arrest of an un- 
named slave suspected of being a distributor. Although the police inter- 
rogated him, he refused to implicate others. 

Meanwhile, it became the turn of William.Lloyd Garrison to taste 
prison. This resulted from Garrison’s role as Lundy’s junior editor of the 
Genius.of Universal Emancipation, being published in Baltimore. Both 
Lundy and Garrison had ample opportunities, in their positions, to wit- 
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ness personally the cruelty of slavery and, in particular, of the auctions 
and coffles marking the slave trade—so important a part of the port’s 
business. 

Lundy, late in the 1820s, had denounced Baltimore’s leading slave 
trader, Austin Woolfolk, for conducting the foul business; as a result 
Woolfolk attacked and.severely beat him. Lundy sued for damages and 
was awarded one dollar—this munificent sum, said J udge Nicholas Brice, 
because Lundy’s language had, quite understandably, provoked Woolfolk. 

It was this judge who presided at the 1830 trial for libel brought by 
another, less notorious, slave trader named Frances Todd, who, as it 
happened, was a native of Garrison’s hometown, Newburyport, Massa- 
chusetts. In the Genius for 13 November 1829, Garrison revealed that 
Todd’s ship had transported seventy-five (actually eighty-three) slaves 
to the New Orleans market. The next week Garrison added further de- 
tails and offered the opinion that Todd should be “sentenced to solitary 
confinement for life” for conducting such a business, that, in fact, at the 
proper time, Todd should “occupy the lowest depths of perdition.” 

A libel suit was filed by Todd, and the trial commenced on 1 March. 
Garrison was defended with great vigor, and without charge, by an at- 
torney named George Mitchell. The court pronounced Garrison guilty 
and sentenced him to pay a fine of fifty dollars plus costs (coming alto- 
gether to one hundred dollars). Of course, Garrison had no such sum and 
was sent to jail. While there he wrote poetry, many letters, and a brief 
pamphlet, and sent appropriate communications to the judge, the pros- 
ecuting attorney, Todd, and the press. 

Notice was taken of his case by at least one hundred newspapers; 
Garrison in turn received many letters and was visited by slave traders 
(come to purchase incarcerated fugitive slaves) with whom fierce argu- 
ments developed. The pamphlet account of his tnial was read by the New 
York reformer and philanthropist Arthur Tappan, who sent Lundy the 
required one hundred dollars which freed Garrison after forty-nine days 
in jail; thus began the two men’s lifelong connection—also with Arthur’s 
brother, Lewis—in the Abolitionist movement. 

A civil suit entered by Todd against Garrison remained pending; Todd 
promised to drop the suit if Garrison apologized. He refused and chose 
instead to move to Boston, outside the jurisdiction of the honorable Judge 
Brice. Garrison did not return until April 1865 when, as the honored 
guest of a transformed U.S. government, he visited Baltimore—and 
found that the building that had served as his prison had been torn down. 
The Baltimore, period, with its sights of slavery, its justice, and.its jails, 
was an important component of Garrison's revolutionary education.? 
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Although the Garrison case is well known, another journalist, much 
more obscure, was suffering imprisonment also in 1830. Very little more 
than this is known, except that the locale was New Orleans, and the 
journalist-publisher was one Milo Mowrer whose paper was called the 
Liberalist. He was jailed for having circulated “a seditious and inflamma- 
tory handbill among the colored people”; there are no further details. !° 

Among the more notable struggles early in the history of Abolitionism 
was that revolving about Prudence Crandall of Canterbury, Connecticut, 
and her effort to maintain a school for black female youngsters. As a 
young woman of twenty-seven, a Quaker, and a graduate of the Friends’ 
Boarding School in Providence, she began teaching in Plainfield in 1830. 
She then was invited by well-off women to open a school in Canterbury; 
moving to that town, she started a “select school” in a home purchased 
for that purpose in 1831. 

According to a letter written by her on 7 May 1833 after her “cele- 
brated case” had begun (and published in the Liberator, 25 May), at the 
time she opened her school, she had had no contact with Abolitionism. 
It happened, however, that she employed a black domestic helper known 
as Marcia. This young woman was engaged to a Charles Harris whose 
father, William Harris, served as one of the many black agents of Garri- 
son’s Liberator. Marcia brought that seditious sheet into Crandall’s home. 
The latter, already convinced of the sinfulness of slavery, found Garri- 
son’s paper persuasive; it moved her to consider how she might contrib- 
ute to the struggle. 

A friend of Marcia’s, named Sarah Harris, often visited the Crandall 
home; she was the daughter of William Harris and was at least as anxious 
as her father to advance the cause of equality. In September 1832, Sarah 
Harris asked Prudence Crandall to accept her as a pupil; the latter made 
no reply at first. After Harris repeated her request (more than once 
apparently and emphasizing her own desire, according to Crandall’s letter 
to the Liberator, “to get a little learning, enough if possible to teach col- 
ored children”), Crandall decided to teach her. At the beginning of this 
extraordinary venture, there seems to have been no objection from the 
other students. But within a relatively short time, reverberations were 
heard from some of the parents; the wife of the Episcopal clergyman in 
the town “told me,” Prudence Crandall wrote to Garrison, “that if I con- 
tinue the colored girl in my school, it could not be sustained.” Crandall 
announced to this lady her historic resolve: “I replied to her, That tt might 
sink, then, for I should not turn her out!” 

The children and their teacher persevered for weeks. Stores were 
closed to them, services (even medical) were denied them, and trans- 
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portation withheld; noters harassed them, the home-school was set 
afire, windows broken, and the well putrefied. A special law was passed 
prohibiting education of out-of-state black children. This finally suc- 
ceeded: Crandall was tried, found guilty, spent a day and night in jail (in 
a cell recently occupied by a murderer), and was freed on a technicality. 

Her work, however, seems to have terminated not because of this 
experience but because of her decision, in the summer of the same year, 
1834, to marry a Baptist clergyman, the Reverend Calvin Philleo. A few 
days after their marriage in September 1834, the newlyweds’ home was 
again severely damaged. The school was closed and the students sent 
home, and shortly thereafter Mr. and Mrs. Philleo went to his hometown 
of Ithaca, New York. They later moved to Illinois and then to Kansas. 
Prudence survived her husband by some sixteen years; she died in Elk 
Fall, Kansas, 28 January 1890. During her last four years she had the 
satisfaction of receiving an annual stipend of four hundred dollars by way 
of an apology from Connecticut. She remained—especially after Philleo’s 
death—radically committed and quite articulate. 

Her case attracted the ardent support of black and white Abolitionist 
activists, as well as international attention. Thus like all the excesses of 
reaction, the Prudence Crandall case boomeranged,_it.did not intimidate 

pose STO 
movement. activists but rather helped. unite.and invigorate them. 

The expulsion from the South of whites accused of antislavery views 
or actions continued. Often little more than a few bare facts are available, 
as in the cases of the Reverend Joel Parker, hanged in effigy in New 
Orleans and driven out in 1834, and the Unitarian minister George Fred- 
erick Simmons who was similarly dealt with in 1836 in Mobile, Alabama. ” 
In 1835 two white men referred to simply as Fuller and Bridges, from 
Illinois, entered Missoun and helped several slaves escape. Posses pur- 
sued and caught them; all were returned to St. Louis. Some thought 
seems to have been given to hanging the white men at once, but this 
was reconsidered. Both were lashed and driven out of Missouri; the fate 
of the fugitive slaves was not recorded. 

A free black, Francis J. McIntosh, accused of killing a white man, was 
burned alive in St. Louis in April 1836, and threats were directed against 
Manion College in Palmyra, Missouri. The Reverend David Nelson, who 
was acting with Theodore D. Weld’s guidance as an antislavery organizer, 
was driven from the state. The McIntosh lynching and the forced exile 
of Nelson were closely connected with the developing militancy of Elijah 
P. Lovejoy, whose martyrdom in 1837 we shall return to. 

Numerous reports of slave unrest, outbreaks, and mass flights in much 
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of the South marked the years 1835-36. In several cases whites as well 
as free blacks were implicated. Mississippi especially was the locale of 
mass executions of slaves, and whites, too, were lashed and hanged in 
this state. Others met similar fates in Virginia, Georgia, and South 
Carolina. 

The mob scenes, particularly the events in Mississippi, the lynching 
of McIntosh in Missouri, and the martyrdom of Lovejoy in Illinois (the 
latter case was alluded to although the martyr’s name was not men- 
tioned), evoked a major address, “The Perpetuation of Our Political In- 
stitutions,” delivered in Springfield, Illinois, on 27 January 1838 before a 
lyceum by Abraham Lincoln, then a member of the state legislature. The 
events in Mississippi and St. Louis, were, he said, “perhaps the most 
dangerous in example and revolting to humanity.” After expanding on the 
Mississippi events, Lincoln devoted a paragraph to the killing of the free 
black man, McIntosh. Surely this is one of the earliest, if not the very 
first, public denunciation by a young American politician of the recurring 
violence. Lincoln invited his audience to turn its attention 


to that horror-stniking scene at St. Louis. A single victim was only sacrificed 
there. His story is very short; and is, perhaps, the most highly tragic, of anything 
of its length, that has ever been witnessed in real life. A mulatto man, by the 
name of McIntosh, was seized in the street, dragged to the suburbs of the city, 
chained to a tree, and actually burned to death; and all within a single hour from 
the time he had been a freeman, attending to his own business and at peace with 
the world." 


While such scandals recur, he said, throwing printing presses into rivers, 
shooting editors, and lynching people “at pleasure, and with impunity, 
this government cannot last.” He continued by remarking that no prov- 
ocation justified mob law and referred explicitly to the Abolitionist move- 
ment. If it is right, support it, he said, if it is wrong, prohibit it by law. 
But under no circumstances, said Lincoln—unlike President Andrew 
Jackson and Senator John C. Calhoun—must we excuse, palliate, let 
alone justify mob law, as when the mail was burned in Charleston in 1835. 

Among the tribulations Abolitionists endured in the 1830s was the cel- 
ebrated case of Amos Dresser. Dresser, a law student rebel who had 
served as a teacher among Blacks if Cincinnati, went South with the 
purposerapparently, of'visiting’a relative in Mississippi. His reputation 
having preceded-him;-hewas*apprehended:by-one ‘of the’ubiqnitous vig- 
ilante committees—this one composed of sixty men_in_Nashville;-Fen- 


ne 





104 Abolitionism 


nessee. Antislavery literature was said to be among his belongings; these 
were publicly burned. He was sentenced to twenty lashes which were 
administered in the public square by an employee of the city. Dresser 
was then tarred and feathered and driven out of the South. Pamphlets 
telling of this case were promptly printed in New York in 1836 and others 
were issued as late as 1849 in Oberlin, Ohio. 

In June 1836 a student at the Princeton Theological Seminary, Aaron 
W. Kitchell, was seized by a mob in Hillsborough, Georgia, and accused 
of anti-slavery sympathies. He was also lashed and tarred and feathered 
and driven out. !® 

Another 1836 case, rivaling that of Dresser for notoriety, involved 
Reuben Crandall, brother of Prudence. This case actually began in Au- 
gust 1835 when Reuben was jailed in Washington, D.C., on the charge 
of “publishing seditious libel by circulating the publications of the Ameri- 
can Anti-Slavery Society,” to quote the title of the pamphlet (New York, 
1836) detailing his trial. Reuben Crandall, a physician, was in the District 
of Columbia at the invitation of the Washington Medical College to lecture 
on botany. Although related to the notorious Prudence Crandall, the evi- 
dence is mixed as to whether or not he sympathized with her efforts. No 
proof was offered of his acting on behalf of any organized antislavery 
group. Apparently his name was enough to assure surveillance; the latter 
resulted in the discovery, it was alleged, of antislavery literature in his 
luggage, some of which was marked in an unknown hand, “Read and 
distribute.” 

This was sufficient to bring his indictment, and he was lodged in jail 
from August 1835 until mid-April 1836 when his tnal commenced. The 
U.S. attorney for the district was Francis Scott, Key—author.of-the.na- 
tional anthem and brother-in-law of Roger B. Taney. Key argued the 
criminality of Abolitionism as such and distinguished it from mere anti- 
slavery sentiment. The awful purpose of the former, said Key, was to 
actually free black people, to eliminate discrimination against them, in- 
deed, he told the jury, “to associate, and amalgamate with the negro.” 
Fatal, however, to Key’s case was the fact that he could not show Cran- 
dall’s membership in the Abolitionist movement nor his agency for it. The 
jury acquitted him, but within weeks the toll of his prolonged incarcera- 
tion had resulted in his death. '® 

Abolitionism’s revolutionary quality is demonstrated not only by the 
existence of mob and vigilante activities but also by the pleadings of 
learned counsel—such as. the, creator, of the national.anthem—seeking to 
suppress it as indeed. revolutionary. Further, states enacted resolutions 
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like that of South Carolina’s on 16 December 1835, requesting nonslave- 
holding states to “promptly and effectually suppress all those associations 
within their respective limits, purporting to be abolition societies.” North 
Carolina, Alabama, Virginia, and Georgia in the next months adopted sim- 
ilar resolutions; North Carolina on 19 December urged legislation making 
it a penal offense to print anything that “may have a tendency to make 
our slaves discontented.” The intent was to make the nonslaveholding 
states as enthralled as was slave territory.!’ Congress did gag itself in 
this manner, of course, beginning in 1836, and it took a fierce struggle 
of seven years—ted by a former president of the United States—to break 
the fetters. 

The Reverend John B. Mahan, minister of the Methodist Episcopal 
church in Sardinia, Ohio, was arrested in September 1838 on the order 
of the governor because Kentucky’s governor had requested this on sus- 
picion that the minister had assisted fugitive slaves, although it was ad- 
mitted that he had last been in Kentucky eighteen years before. Mahan 
was actually extradited and held in jail in Kentucky, but a jury acquitted 
him late in November 1838. !® 

Earlier, George Storrs, also a Methodist preacher, and an agent for 
the American Anti-Slavery Society, was forbidden by police authorities 
to speak in New Hampshire and was arrested while in the pulpit in Pitts- 
field in March 1836. He was tried and sentenced to three months’ hard 
labor, although contemporary records do not confirm whether he actually 
served the sentence. There is also evidence that a George Rye, of 
Woodstock, Virginia, was convicted and fined for sedition—affirming an- 
tislavery views—in 1837. 

The late Russell B. Nye, in his valuable study of the impact of slavery 
upon civil liberties first published in 1948, asked why it was that various 
pre—Civil War reform activities such as “prison reform, prohibition of al- 
coholic beverages, women’s rights, or any other reform could be 
preached without meeting violent opposition, but that antislavery agita- 
tion was immediately to be put down?” The answer is that in their time 
the other efforts (including even “women’s rights” as understood then) 
were not truly reyolutionary,.as,.was.the»Abolitionist_ movement. '* This 
can explain the martyrdom incurred by Abolitionists and the concerted 
mob activities, North and South, that always challenged the movement. 
Mob violence, carefully orchestrated by the “best” elements, as we have 
seen, came in tides—higher in the 1830s and 1850s, and lower at other 
intervals—but always a serious threat, albeit one that did not succeed. 

Repeated assaults by organized mobs composed of community leaders 
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resulted in the destruction of James G. Birney: Ss es 
nati in 1836 and ital P Eovejoy’s: Observer in Alton, Ilmois, the next 
year. The former Was destroyed, after several warnings and minor as- 
saults, on 30 July 1836. The paper was reestablished under the able 
editorship of Gamaliel Bailey, but it was twice destroyed again. Finally, 
in 1847 Bailey went to Washington to edit the influential antislavery pa- 
per, the National Era. A result of the assaults upon the Philanthropist 
was to bring the then young attorney Salmon P. Chase—later governor 
of Ohio, member of Lincoln’s cabinet, and chief justice of the U.S. Su- 
preme Court—into the antislavery struggle. 

Somewhat similar were the assaults upon the Reverend Lovejoy’s Ob- 
server, first in St. Louis and then in Alton. His principled defense of free- 
dom of the press was as magnificent and thorough as his excoriation of 
slavery 2 and lynch law. Facing a “distinguished” mob.and.acting in defense 
of his | press (twice, before. destroyed) with the-biessing. ofthe mayor, 
Lovejoy killed one of the mob before himself falling as a martyr. As the 
Birney’casé recruited Chase, so the Lovejoy case recruited Wendell Phil- 
lips—also then a young attorney—to the / Abolitionist cause as well as 


In jane 1837, Marius R. Robinson, one of Weld’s students at Lane, 
denounced slavery in a lecture at Berlin, Ohio. He was waylaid the next 
day, tarred and feathered, beaten, and dumped for dead several miles 
out of town. He never fully recovered his health, but his devotion and 
importance to the struggle remained undiminished. For several years, 
beginning in 1845, he was editor of the potent Anti-Slavery Bugle, pub- 
lished in Salem, Ohio.” In all these cases as well as in many others, no 
one_was, ever arrested, Jet. Talane convicted < of any crime. 

Two slave uprisings aboard ships produced crops of prisoners and sig- 
nificant political results. On board an international slave trader, the Amus- 
tad, operated illegally out of Cuba, the approximately 150 slaves, led by 
a man named Cinque, rebelled in 1839, took control of the ship after 
inflicting some casualties, and tried to sail for Africa. They failed, were 
seized off the Long Island coast, and spent long weeks in prison. The 
case reached the Supreme Court after Abolitionists took up the slaves’ 
cause. The federal government sought the severest punishment, but the 
chief counsel for the defense, John Quincy Adams, was especially per- 
suasive. In 1841, the rebels were declared free, having acted in defense 
of their liberty against illegal profiteers. 
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In the same year as this triumph, another successful slave uprising, 
led by a man named Madison.Washington, rocked the nation. This oc- 
curred among some fifty slaves being transported in the domestic trader 
the Creole, traveling from Virginia to the New Orleans market. Here the 
slaves made it to the Bahamas—British territory where slavery had been 
abolished for several years. Again efforts by Washington to return the 
rebels to slavery failed, although Secretary of State Calhoun practically 
threatened England with war.” 

These cases advanced concepts of the righteousness of militancy and 
resistance by es. Jostiua Giddings, representative from Ohio, in- 
sisted In Congress that rebelling slaves were doing no more than emu- 


lating Washington and Jefferson. John Quincy. Adams. suggested.that in 


oe 


triumphantly sent back to Congress. Adams's suggestion .was.explicitly 
noted.duxing.the Civil War and was a basis for the military order.known 


rete Proclamation.” 

No doubt the THOSt numeros"political prisoners. in, the, history-efslav- 
ery were. the mafty fugitives, or alleged fugitives, flung. into,jail-in-every 
slave..state.and.the District of Columbia throughout the pre=Civil. War 

era. One can hardly offer’a guess of the numbers involved; certainly it 
reaches into the several thousands. Slaves who tried to flee commonly 
failed; they usually ended up in prison and, often after “correction,” were 
returned to their masters. But also common, as in the case of Frederick 
Douglass, were repeated flight attempts followed finally by a successful 
escape. Southern papers, diaries, and plantation accounts are filled with 
reports of flight. Thus a study of fugitive slave advertisements in news- 
papers of the slave area from 1732 through 1790 disclosed a total of 7,846 
men, women, and children so described; their incarceration was com- 
mon,*4 The numbers did not decline as the decades went by. Thus, Rep- 
resentative Charles Miner of Pennsylvania, campaigning in Congress in 
the late 1820s to terminate slavery in the District of Columbia, affirmed 
on the basis of personal investigation that 290 alleged fugitives had been 
held in the district’s public jail between 1824 and 1828. He declared he 
was convinced that many among them were actually free persons of color 
mistakenly or deceitfully imprisoned. 

Ira Berlin has demonstrated the widespread incidence of arrest, im- 
prisonment, and lashing of free black people throughout the slave South; 
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punishment often included sale into servitude for extended periods of 
time. He observes that, for example, in early 1842 the Baltimore Circuit 
Court “sold [an unspecified number of] free Negroes into servitude for 
up to five years for stealing shoes, a dress, a buggy harness, and a coffee 
pot.” In 1860 the Richmond Enquirer, having in mind its local court, 
reported: “There was nothing of moment before His Honor yesterday. 
An average amount of niggerdom was ordered to be thrashed . . . for 
violations of the police regulations and city ordinance of so slight a char- 
acter that it is hardly worthwhile publishing them in a newspaper.” Berlin 
remarks that “most free Negroes dared not protest this harsh justice for 
fear of further antagonizing whites, but after being sentenced to death 
{in January 1861] one New Orleans free Negro blurted out what many 
felt, and boldly declared ‘he was going to be hung because he was a 
negro.’” 

Arrests of persons seeking, or alleged to be seeking, to assist slaves 
to flee recurred regularly. In July 1841, for example, Alanson Work, a 
teacher at Mission Institute in Quincy, Illinois, and two students, James 
E. Burr and George Thompson, were arrested just across the border 
in Missoun for assisting slaves to flee. They were tned and convicted in 
September 1841. Sentenced to twelve-year jail terms to be served in 
Jefferson City, Missouri, they served several years until pardoned. Work 
was released in January 1845, Burr twelve months later, and Thompson 
in June 1846.6 

One of the most extraordinary, and effective, among the antislavery 
prisoners was Galvin Fairbank (1816-98) born in New York and a student 
at Oberlin College in Ohio. At the age of twenty-one, Fairbank began his 
personal crusade by helping a slave flee from Virginia. Later he concen- 
trated his efforts in Kentucky. 

In Lexington, in 1844, he befriended Delia A. Webster, a Vermonter, 
who was then principal of a school for young women. Together they un- 
dertook in September to help liberate Lewis Hayden, Harriet Hayden, 
and their young son, in a coach driven by a black man known only as 
Isaac, apparently himself a slave. They made a two-day journey to Rip- 
ley, Ohio, where the Haydens were placed in the care of the well-known 
Abolitionist the Reverend John Rankin—himself originally from Tennes- 
see.”’ While returning, Fairbank, Webster, and Isaac were caught. The 
driver was lashed and, under torture, confessed to their activities. They 
were tried separately and found guilty. Fairbank was sentenced to fifteen 
years, Delia Webster to two. She was released by the governor after 
serving six weeks and returned to Vermont. Fairbank, who was put to — 
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hard labor, became seriously ill. Governor John J. Crittenden pardoned 
him in August 1849, after he had served almost five years. Isaac’s fate 
is not recorded. 

Both Webster and Fairbank later returned to Kentucky separately, 
Webster in 1853. Using funds collectively raised for the purpose, she 
purchased a farm in Trimble County. Her declared intent was, by using 
only free labor, to demonstrate its superiority over slave labor. It was 
discovered, however, that significant numbers of slaves were disappear- 
ing from the area, and in 1854 she was placed in jail for refusing to pledge 
her departure. Released on a writ of habeas corpus, she was indicted as 
a slave stealer. Now Delia Webster took her permanent leave of Ken- 
tucky and continued speaking out against slavery from the soil of Indiana. 
Earlier—in November 1851—Fairbank was seized in Indiana by three 
Kentuckians and brought back to that state on the charge of slave steal- 
ing. Again he was sentenced to fifteen years imprisonment. His treat- 
ment in prison was very harsh; he suffered repeated whippings. He was 
finally pardoned—a mere skeleton—in 1864 through the intercession of 
President Lincoln.” 

Lunsford Lane, a free black man of Raleigh, North Carolina, was ac- 
cused by a vigilante mob in 1842 of antislavery sentiments. Although he 
was not murdered, he was beaten, tarred and feathered, and driven into 
exile.?? Another free black man, Henry Boyer of New Bedford, Massa- 
chusetts, was sentenced in 1844 to four years in prison for being impli- 
cated in the effort of a fugitive slave, known as Rudder, to escape. This 
happened when the master, Gilbert Ricketson, of the schooner Cornelia, 
out of New Bedford, sailing north from Norfolk, Virginia, discovered the 
fugitive and returned him to Norfolk. Ricketson’s steward, Henry Boyer, 
was arrested and convicted of assisting Rudder.” 

An unusual case, also in 1844, attracted international attention and 
indignation. This involved a white man, John L. Brown, a native of Maine, 
who was arrested and at first sentenced to death for having assisted in 
the escape in South Carolina of a female slave—unnamed—who was re- 
putedly his mistress. According to Betty Fladeland, this case and its sen- 
tence provoked mass protest meetings in several cities in England and 
Scotland and reached the floor of Parliament. She reports that Governor 
Hammond commuted Brown’s sentence to thirty-nine lashes. But even 
this punishment seems not to have been inflicted, and Brown is said to 
have been released.*! 

The fate of Charles T. Torrey was much more somber than that of 
John L. Brown. Indeed his martyrdom evoked almost as much passion 
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as did that of Lovejoy. Torrey, born in Massachusetts in 1813, studied 
at Yale and Andover Theological Seminary. In 1837 he served as pastor 
of a Congregational church in Providence, Rhode Island, but by 1839 he 
was a full-time antislavery lecturer. In 1842 he became editor of an 
antislavery paper, the Albany, New York, tk, Patrol, While Torrey was in 
this post, @ fugitive Slave from Virginia "prevailed upon him to assist in an 
effort to free his wife. The effort failed, but Torrey was not captured. 
This was the beginning of what became a full-time occupation; con- 
temporaries credited-him with assisting as many as four hundred, siaves 
tetiee, 

Finally, in June 1844, Torrey was arrested in Baltimore; he failed in an 
effort to escape. In November he was tried for slave stealing and was 
sentenced to six years’ hard labor. An offer of release was made if he 
would promise to abstain from assisting fugitives; he refused and began 
serving his sentence 30 December 1844. Sickly when he entered—this 
may have evoked the offer of release—he died of tuberculosis in the 
Baltimore prison on 9 May 1846. Torrey was refused funeral services in 
the Congregational church but was honored by black and white mourners 
in a public funeral held in Boston. His memory was evoked for years by 
comrades in the Abolitionist movement. 

Torrey’s life was of the stuff that results in legends, very much like 
Fairbank’s. From the Baltimore jail on 9 July 1844, he wrote his wife: 
“Shall a man be put into the Penitentiary for doing good? That is the real 
question at issue, and it is one which will shake down the whole edifice 
of slavery, even if there were no other issue.” His memoir illuminates 
the dire nature of imprisonment in the pre—Civil War South. He refers to 
about eighty fellow prisoners, the blacks among them “confined for loving 
freedom too well” and some other “free colored persons, shut up in 
prison to compel them to prove their legal title to be free.” All such pris- 
oners were political criminals; how many so suffered in the jails of slavery 
seems beyond count. *? 

A case involving two seamen, Captain Edward Sayres and his mate, 
Daniel Drayton, of the schooner Pear!, made headlines in the late 1840s. 
Both men regularly carried fugitive slaves as well as more legitimate 
cargo. Their most ambitious, and disastrous, journey began in April 1848 
when they took aboard the Pearl over seventy fugitives—men, women, 
and children—coming from the region around the District of Columbia. 
So great a loss was keenly felt by the property owners; chase was un- 
dertaken and the schooner was captured on the Potomac on 18 April. 
The fugitives wanted to resist by force but were ordered by Sayres not 
to. After capture all narrowly escaped being lynched. 


= 
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Sayres and Drayton were prosecuted by Francis Scott Key and con- 
victed@ Phe apprehended slaves had been jailed at once; their fate is not 
cléafly stated in contemporary sources. The defense of Sayres and Dray- 
ton was conducted—at Sen. Charles Sumner’ s urging—by Horace Mann. 
Both men’ were heavily fined, but being unable to meet the levy, they 
were jailed. A petition for their release with many signatures was turned 
over to Sumner. The senator decided that a personal appeal to President 
Fillmore would be more effective than bringing the matter to the Senate 
floor. Fillmore yielded and pardoned them in August 1852 after both men 
had been in prison for four years. Senator Sumner engaged a coach and 
had them driven to Baltimore and then transported by train to safety in 
the North. Drayton died in 1857, in his fifty-fifth year; when Sayres 
passed away is not known. 

Thanks to Harriet Beecher Stowe’s Key to Uncle Tom’s Cabin, the 
names of some of the slaves aboard the Pearl are preserved. These were 
the few it was possible to ransom—that is, to purchase their freedom 
from the owners. They included the Edmundson family—Richard and his 
two sisters, Mary, aged sixteen, and Emily, aged fourteen. The Aboli- 
tionist community managed to raise many hundreds of dollars to rescue 
others, but they seem to have been sold South. All this, of course, 
heightened the impact of the case upon public opinion.” 

In July 1844 a ship’s carpenter, Jonathan Walker, was arrested at sea 
off the Florida coast when his sloop was stopped by naval authorities and 
several fugitive slaves were discovered aboard. Walker (born in Cape 
Cod, Massachusetts in 1799) was influenced by Benjamin Lundy in the 
1830s, and lived and worked in various parts of the South for several 
years. His antislavery views intensified. When he was visiting Pensacola 
in June 1844, three slaves asked him to assist a larger group in an effort 
to reach the Bahamas and freedom. Seven fugitives came aboard the 
sloop and on 22 June the voyage began. It was early in July when they 
were captured. 

All were jailed; the fate of one of the captured fugitives is known—he 
committed suicide. Walker experienced various punishments after sev- 
eral trials. He was pilloried for one hour while citizens pelted him with™ 
garbage. He was branded on his hand by a federal marshal (Florida being 
then a federal territory) with the letters S.S. (for slave stealer), although 
this would seem to have been “cruel and unusual punishment.” Unable 
to pay heavy fines and court costs (his possessions were appropriated 
by the owner of the fugitives), he served a total of eleven months con- 
finement, almost all of it in chains. 

There was some objection among local residents to the severity of his 
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punishment. Friends wrote letters to him; British Abolitionists wrote to 
Florida officials; the governor of Massachusetts communicated with Flor- 
ida’s governor. But Walker’s release came only after the necessary funds 
were raised in the North to pay his fine and court costs. 

Walker, in describing his experience in a brief book published in 1845 
by the American Anti-Slavery Society (with a preface by Maria Weston 
Chapman), not only offered the details of his own experiences but also 
told of witnessing repeated lashings of slaves and the daily jailings of 
fugitives. The vindictiveness of Walker’s punishment and especially the 
branding (inflicted by the federal government and not just the govern- 
ment of a slave state) served again.to.stake the flames of Abolitianism, 

Two outstanding Underground Railroad conductors, John Hunn,and 
Thomas.Garrett, underwent civil suits in a federal court in New Castle, 
Delaware, in May 1848. Both were Quakers livmg in Wilmington. Nei- 
ther man actively sought to help slaves flee, but both freely gave suste- 
nance, haven, and transportation to hundreds of fugitives, who either 
came through the assistance of such deliverers as Harriet Tubman or 
somehow made it on their own, especially from Virginia and Maryland. 
There is good evidence that Garrett helped about three thousand fleeing 
men, women, and children. In this period prior to the passage of the 
barbarous Fugitive. Slave Act ois 1850, hatborers”of escaped slaves offen 
faced civil suits for damages filed by the slave owners. 

This is What*occurred in’1848 when Hunn and Garrett were tried be- 
fore Chief Justice Taney with James A. Bayard as prosecutor (Bayard 
was elected to the U.S. Senate three years later). Eight black people 
were involved—a family consisting of a free father, a slave mother and 
six children. The seven slaves were claimed by two owners, E. N. 
Turner and E. T. Glanding; the court found in their favor to the tune of 
fines of $2,500 to be paid to Turner and $1,000 to Glanding—the pay- 
ment of which brought both defendants near impoverishment. Garrett, 
on hearing the verdict, defended his behavior before Taney in an hour- 
long speech, in which he argued that Christ’s teaching took precedence 
OVEleLaney's court. Garrett’s home for many years thereafter was 
guarded by a committee of blacks. When he died in 1871 all the surviv- 
ing Old Guard Abolitionists from Lucretia Mott to Garrison and Phillips 
and William Howard Day offered eulogies, and black men were his 
pallbearers. * 

A serious fugitive attempt, rising to the point of insurrection, occurred 
in Fayette County, Kentucky, in August 1848. About seventy-five 
slaves, many armed with guns and crude weapons and led by Patri 
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(Edward J.) Doyle, set out for the Ohio River and liberty. Doyle was a 
student at Centre College in Danville; little more is known of his early 
life. A reward of $5,000 was offered for their interception, and scores of 
armed whites set out in pursuit. When they caught up with the fugitives, 
a pitched battle ensued. One of the fugitives and one of the pursuers 
were killed, and another among the latter was wounded. The flight con- 
tinued; reinforcements came to the pursuers and another battle followed. 
Apparently all, or nearly all, those fleeing, including Doyle, were cap- 
tured. Three of the black leaders, identified as Shadrack, Harry,.and 
Prestley, were. hanged. Doyle was held in the Lexington jail, tried, con- 
victed, and sentenced to twenty years at hard labor. No further infor- 
mation about this extraordinary man has been found.** 

In the summer of 1849 the Reverend C. W. Robinson of Shelby, Ken- 
tucky, was accused by the town’s trustees of allowing certain black peo- 
ple—apparently slave and free—to participate in receiving instruction at 
his Sunday school. For this threat to security, the Reverend Mr. Rob- 
inson was cowhided—on a Sunday, at his school, by the town’s sheriff.*” 

That same year Henry Brown had himself shippedy-in,a box of,his 
design, by Adam Express from Richmond, Virginia, to the company’s 
Philadelphia office. The building and shipping of the box out of Richmond 
was done by a white man, Samuel A. Smith, who made his living by 
selling shoes. When the Brown effort succeeded, Smith undertook the 
same task for two other Virginia fugitives, but the scheme was discov- 
ered. The fugitives were returned to an unknown fate, and Smith was 
sentenced to eight years in the penitentiary and a heavy fine. Thus 
stripped of his property, Smith was kept in chains in a four-by-eight-foot 
cell for five months and then permitted to join other prisoners. His un- 
selfish behavior won him the favor of his jailers, and they actually tried 
to get him pardoned. They failed, however, and Smith served his full 
time. 

He was finally released in June 1856 and went on to Philadelphia, ac- 
cepting the ministrations and hospitality of James and Lucretia Mott and 
also of William Still. A mass meeting to honor him and raise funds for his 
sustenance was held by the black population in Philadelphia on 30 June 
1856. They welcomed him—as the meeting resolved—‘“as a martyr to 
the cause of freedom.” Smith married in Philadelphia and moved to up- 
state New York.* 

A few years prior to Brown’s sensational flight from Richmond, Leon- 
ard A. Grimes (1815~—73), free-born in Leesburg, Virginia, was arrested 
in Richmond for assisting, in 1843, a family of eight to escape slavery. 
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Grimes served a two-year term in the Richmond jail and then went 
North. From late in 1845 until his death, Grimes served as the minister 
of the Twelfth Baptist Church in Boston. He was very active and militant 
in the ensuing struggles there, most notably in the celebrated case of 
Anthony Burns, of which more later. °? 

There are several contemporaneous references to southern prisons 
during the Abolitionist period in addition to those in the Fairbank book, 
noted earlier, which are germane to this account. Lydia Maria Child, ina 
letter from Boston, 22 November 1833, to her brother Convers Francis, 
stated that she had met with William Crawford (1788-1847), an English 
prison reformer, then serving as a commissioner to the United States for 
the London Prison Discipline Society. She wrote: “He tells harrowing 
stories of what he has seen at the South during his inspection of prisons 
there. Slaves kept in readiness to join their coffle were shut up in places 
too loathsome and horrid for the worst of criminals. He says had anyone 
told him such things as he has seen, he should have considered it exces- 
sive exaggeration. ””” 

The well-known Samuel Gridley Howe visited parts of the South in 
1841 to 1842, and his firsthand observations helped turn him against slav- 
ery. He made a point of visiting prisons; those in New Orleans impressed 
him as awful—“There are abominations which should bring down the fate 
of Sodom upon the city.” In letters to Sumner and to Mann he told of 
sections of the jail reserved for black people; he saw “much that made 
me blush that I was a white man.” He remarked especially the merciless 
lashing of a slave girl at the master’s order. *! 

A description of Kentucky jails in the 1850s was offered by Thomas 
Brown and his wife. They were milliners; she tended a shop while he 
traveled as a salesman. In 1850 the family moved from Indiana to Hen- 
derson, Kentucky, where they continued their occupation. Later the 
same year, Thomas Brown was arrested and charged with being imph- 
cated in “aiding the slaves, who, to a great number had recently escaped 
from the counties of Henderson, Union, Davies and Hopkins.” Brown 
affirmed his detestation of slavery but neither admitted nor denied impli- 
cation in the escapes. 

He was arrested again early in 1854 on another charge of helping 
slaves escape. His wife and children returned to Indiana, where she suc- 
cessfully reestablished a shop. Meanwhile, Brown was held in a jail n 
Morganfield, Union County, Kentucky. Mrs. Brown visited him there © 
several times. Its entrance was through a trap door; she found her hus- 
band in a room sixteen by eighteen feet, together with two black men, 
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both of them chained. The food was poor, sanitation nonexistent. It was 
cold in the winter and very hot in the summer. One of the black men, 
confined for the crime of arson, was executed. The other was a fugitive 
slave who refused to tell the jailers the name or whereabouts of his 
owner, although he told Brown he was from Alabama. 

Brown was finally tried in April 1855, found guilty, and sentenced to 
two years’ imprisonment. In May 1855 he began serving his time in 
Frankfort. Brown stated that others were jailed with him for the same 
crime; one he identified as a Kentuckian, “a mechanic, charged with giv- 
ing a runaway something to eat.” This person is not otherwise identified. 
Another, “a colored man, of Evansville, Indiana, [was] accused likewise 
of furnishing a meal to a brother in distress.” This unnamed individual 
“died in prison, some time after receiving a severe blow from one of the 
keepers.” 

With Brown in this jail were Doyle and Fairbank, mentioned earlier. 
Of the latter, Brown wrote that he had by then served five years of his 
twenty-year sentence and was brutally treated—once receiving over a 
hundred lashes. “Mr. Fairbank is charged with no crime,” said Brown; 
“he 1s accused of succoring, in their great distress, some of the Ethiopian 
sons and daughters of chivalrous Kentuckians. ”*? 


The decade of the 1850s witnessed the deepening crisis of the Union, 
brought on by the intensified panic of the slaveholding class. The expan- 
sionism consequent upon the Mexican War did not quiet national turmoil; 
on the contrary, that policy and how to deal with the new areas precipi- 
tated further ferment. Efforts at compromise—the hallmark of states- 
manship—did not succeed.*? The 1850 Compromise unsettled national 
politics rather than the reverse. The Fugitive Slave Act of that year, with 
its violation of elementary rights to trial by jury, confrontation of wit- 
nesses, and assumption of innocence, made militant antislavery partisans 
of those who—like Ralph Waldo Emerson—had tried to remain detached. 
Emerson entered in his journal: “This filthy enactment was made in the 
19th century by people who could read and write. I will not obey it by 
God.” Enforcement efforts of the act induced in every case, whether 
successful or not, reactions costly—sometimes very costly—to the in- 
terests of the slave owners. 

Nationally, the result was the fragmentation of the political structure 
with clearer and clearer fissures appearing vis-a-vis slavery and its ex- 
pansion. Just when the slave owners’ interests demanded the nationali- 
zation of slavery and at least acquiescence in its rationalization, 
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socioeconomic forces were dictating otherwise, and worldwide forces 
were inducing a view of slavery as increasingly anachronistic. 

Within the South, the decade witnessed not only increased slave un- 
rest but also intensified dissatisfaction on the part of nonslaveholding 
whites. As the slave system’s oligarchic tendencies intensified, the latter 
increasingly combined into groupings and parties reflecting class con- 
sciousness and, therefore, opposition to the continued domination, within 
the South, of the slaveholding class. 

As repression—ideological, political and physical—intensified, resis- 
tance widened and deepened. The 1850s saw within the Abolitionist 
movement increasing ascendancy of the propolitical and proresistance 
forces as opposed to the pacifistic and anarchistic approaches that had 
tended to dominate the outlook of that movement in the 1830s and even 
the 1840s. Confrontation grew, coming to boiling points in the election 
years of 1856 and 1860 when the question of slavery or freedom became 
the only significant political question.” 

What the Abolitionists called a new reign of terror began in the South 
and was accompanied by the marked sharpening of dramatic confronta- 
tions between the two systems in Congress, in the streets, and finally in 
the colossal symbol of John Brown. Martyrdom culminated with the lat- 
ter, but scores of bodies—mostly of black people—swung from gallows 
before that Old Man went to his immortality. The struggles of the past, 
the developments they reflected and influenced, and the impact of the 
earlier passions combined to make possible Brown’s moment and the 
phenomenal impact his immolation had upon the nation—and the world. 
A major part of Brown’s genius was his knowledge that the time was ripe 
for him, that his blow would be mighty in history’s scale if not in battle 
casualties, and that, if Virginia dared hang him, the world would be ap- 
palled, as Victor Hugo said, at Washington killing Spartacus. 

Victim was piled on victim in the South in the 1850s. Other sources 
have presented the reality; here may be offered merely samples of the 
crop of political prisoners, refugees, and martyrs the decade produced, 
culminating in the Brown phenomenon. The main locale was the South 
itself, although—as shall be noted—the North, too, was the setting for 
memorable confrontations. 

The 1850s witnessed slave unrest in the forms of individual assaults, 
maroon activity, flight, arson, conspiracy to rebel, and actual uprisings 
that rivaled the most notable high points of the past. In impact upon the 
slaveholding class, 1m its perception, often its panic—sometimes exagger- 
ating if not simply inventing the peril—the decade was without equal. 
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The turmoil formed a main backdrop for the drama of secession; one 
sometimes suspects it was exaggerated or promulgated by partisans of 
secession for the worst possible motives. Some of the cases within the 
South that resulted in political prisoners and exiles may be offered as 
illustrative of the general conditions. 

Attracting considerable notice was the case of William L. Chaplin 
(1796-1871), an attorney 2 and Harvard graduat®” His “antislavery ‘feelings 
induced him to assist, 1 in 1850, the escape of two slaves in the nation’s 
capital. Arrested, Chaplin was jailed in Rockville, Maryland, in August 
and remained incarcerated until late December 1850. At that time he was 
released on heavy bail for future trial; the bail was provided by Gerrit 
Smith. Chaplin chose to leave the court’s jurisdiction and never was 
retaken. * 

In 1850-51 many arrests and vigilante assaults recurred; the Rever- 
end Jesse McBride was jailed in North Carolina for antislavery expres- 
sions and expelled; Elijah Harris, a schoolteacher was tarred and 
feathered in Clinton, South Carolina; a physician, Dr. Larkin B. Coles, 
was imprisoned in Columbia, South Carolina; the Reverend Edward Ma- 
thans was beaten and expelled from Richmond, Kentucky. In Grayson 
County, Virginia, in the fall of 1851, a local farmer, John Cornutt, was 
accused of antislavery sympathies. A mob estimated at two hundred de- 
manded he renounce “abolitionism.” Refusing, Cornutt was stripped and 
lashed until he promised to leave Virginia. His effort to sue in court was 
rebuffed.4” That same year, in Warren County, Georgia, Nathan Bird 
Watson, described as a white mechanic, was expelled by a vigilante com- 
mittee; the charge was that he had been spreading Abolitionist ideas 
among the slaves. *® 

A Mrs. Douglas, a white woman, was sentenced in 1853 to one month 
in prison in Norfolk, Virginia, and was subjected to paying a fine and court 
costs for the crime of “assembling with negroes to instruct them to read 
and write, and for associating with them in an unlawful assembly. ”*? Four 
years later, a black man, Samuel Green of Maryland, who had purchased 
his freedom, was suspected of assisting the flight of slaves. In conse- 
quence his home was searched and much subversive literature—includ- 
ing Uncle Tom's Cabin—was discovered. He was tried for sedition, found 
guilty, and in April 1857, sentenced to ten years’ imprisonment. He re- 
mained in jail until freed during the Civil War.” 

Many black people thro aqut.the South were arrested for the crime 
of seekingdJditeracy. NOt atypical was thé report in the Richmond, Virginia, 
Daily Dispatch, 21 August 1858, of recent.arrests of ninety black.persons 
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for such activity. The paper urged severe punishment. “Scarcely a week 
passes,” it said, “that instruments of wnting, prepared by negroes, are 
not taken from servants [slaves] in the streets, by the police.” 

The 1850s were marked by dramatic escapes or near-escapes, 
oftén accompanied wy late and attracting national attention, Thus, in 
1853, “an @Scapéd slave known as William Thomas, was working as a 
waiter in Wilkes-Barre, Pennsylvania. Three U.S. deputy marshals tried 
to seize him, but Thomas broke away and, though wounded, pressed 
ahead and flung himself into the Susquehanna River. Summoned to sur- 
render, he refused and stayed in the river perhaps an hour while the 
officers tried to kill him. Finally an enraged crowd—appalled at the cru- 
elty—drove the officers away. With the aid of black friends, William 
Thomas made good his escape.*! 

In 1857 another dramatic, violent slave escape attracted national no- 
tice. This involved Addison White found hiding at the farm of Udney H. 
Hyde in Merchanicsburg, Ohio, by five pursuing Kentuckians assisted by 
two U.S. marshals. White, who was armed, resisted and wounded a mar- 
shal before fleeing. The white sympathizer, Hyde, was arrested and was 
charged with aiding a fugitive; Hyde countersued for invasion of his prop- 
erty. When citizens raised one thousand dollars to compensate Addison 
White’s owners, the suits were dropped. °*? 

In the North defiance of the Fugitive Slave Act took the form not only 
of reinforced state personal liberty laws but also of concerted mass ac- 
tion—black and white—of extraordinary militancy. Among the best 
known of these cases were those occurring in 1851, especially the case 
in Bostan in April.of. Thomas. Sims who, despite.tremendaus,efforts, was 
returned. to-his..awner. in. Georgia; “the Christiana, Pennsylvania, slave 
rescue case, which involved a pitched battle, a trial for treason, and the 
acquittal of the defendants (with the young attorney Thaddeus Stevens 
being part of the defense team); and the successful Jerry rescue case in 
Syracuse in October. * 

Thereafter not a year went by without some outstanding rescue case. 
Their impact brought to the movement as activists not only figures like 
Emerson and Henry David Thoreau but literally thousands of folks who 
had conscientiously tried to pursue their own lives without political “dis- 
tractions.” These cases—like those of Sims and Anthony Burns in 
1854—also brought indictments against figures like Theodore Parker, 
Thomas Wentworth Higginson, and Wendell Phillips. Successful defenses 
in such cases—those mentioned never went to trial—reached tens of 
thousands through speeches, pamphlets, newspapers, and books.“ 
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Their impact, too, was to intensify militancy in the Abolitionist ranks, so 
that by the 1850s a person like Douglass was openly advocating slave 
rebellion and Phillips was saying that a slave he pitied but a slave rebel 
he admired. Even a pacifist like Garrison, while retaining his principles, 
was pointedly referring to the hypocrisy of a nation that immortalized a 
militant revolutionary like Washington and denounced black rebels whose 
cause for rebellion was clearly greater than that which had moved the 
general. 

In the Sims case and that of Anthony Burns, a determined federal 
government employed naval vessels, Marines, cannon, and artillery re- 
inforcements to ensure the return of fugitives to their owners, and chains 
were used to barricade the courthouse. All this served as dramatic illus- 
tration of “what the North had to do with slavery” and the direct involve- 
ment of the federal government in its maintenance. The impact of such 
cases upon public opinion was immense. 

In addition to these cases, those of Passmore Williamson and Margaret 
Garner were perhaps of equal impact. In many respects the Williamson 
case, although less well known than some of the others, had greater 
theoretical significance. The case developed in 1855. Its principal was a 
black woman originally known only as Jane and later, after she gained 
freedom, as Jane Johnson. She was the slave of Col. John H. Wheeler of 
North Carolina, at the time U.S. minister to Nicaragua. 

Colonel Wheeler, having been in New York, was on his way to Wash- 
ington prior to undertaking his diplomatic duties. For convenience, he 
took a domestic slave, Jane. She was accompanied by her two sons aged 
eleven and seven (a younger child considered an encumbrance by the 
colonel had been sold back in North Carolina). While in New York, Jane 
managed to whisper to a black woman and later a black man that she was 
a slave and desired freedom. Word of this was relayed to William Still, 
the black director of the Philadelphia office of the Underground Railroad. 

Still informed Passmore Williamson, a white man and secretary of the 
Anti-Slavery Society office in Philadelphia. Williamson went to the ship 
docked in that city, which carned Jane, and the boys, and the colonel, 
and informed her that since the three of them had been brought volun- 
tarily onto the free soil of Pennsylvania, they were as free as he was. 
The colonel objected, expostulated with Jane, and sought to persuade 
her to stay. Several black deckhands and stevedores were attracted to 
the scene; the mother and her children disembarked. Waiting below was 
Still with horse and carriage, and the party left. 

Passmore Williamson was arrested for violating the rights of Colonel 
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Wheeler and ordered in federal court by Judge John K. Kane (1795~ 
1859)—notorious for his proslavery attitude—to bring forward Wheeler’s 
property. Williamson, protesting truthfully that he did not possess the 
“property” and never had and had no knowledge of their whereabouts, 
did not obey Judge Kane. For this he was sentenced to jail for contempt 
of court. Williamson remained in prison for over one hundred days, while 
an outcry resounded in the nonslave states. Finally, in the face of this 
pressure and the reality of Williamson’s inability to produce the “prop- 
erty,” he was released. 

Meanwhile, Still and five black men, who had seen to the “properties” 
disembarking, were tried separately for “assault and battery”; they had 
restrained Colonel Wheeler when he had tried to prevent his loss of the 
mother and children. The trial of the six men—Still, William Curtis, 
James P. Braddock, John Ballard, James Martin, and Isaiah Moore—was 
in a state court, and prosecutor and judge, Still stated in his account of 
the episode, sympathized with the defendants. Four were acquitted, and 
two, Ballard and Curtis, served one week in jail. Helping the defense 
was the sensational, and heroic, appearance as a witness of the mother, 
Jane Johnson, who came down from Massachusetts and was guarded by 
black and white sisters, including Lucretia Mott and Sarah Pugh. 

Judge Kane, in justifying his imprisonment of Williamson, insisted that 
black people had, at best, only a defective kind of citizenship and added 
that property in slaves differed in no way from other property. Therefore 
its movement anywhere within the United States could not be inhibited 
constitutionally—anticipating by two years the Dred Scott decision. Kane 
remarked that he offered no opinion as to Williamson’s motives—‘“I have 
nothing to do with them.” They might, added the judge, “give him sup- 
port and comfort before an infinitely higher tribunal,” but this was irrel- 
evant. Kane insisted it was wrong “to regard slave property as less 
effectively secured” by the Constitution than any other property. No one, 
therefore, could properly “single out this one sort of property from 
among all the rest and deny to it the right of passing over its soil.” Fur- 
thermore, he agreed with the view that “if public opinion is suffered to 
prostrate the laws which protect one species of property, those who lead 
the crusade against slavery may at no distant day find a new one directed 
against their lands, their stores, and their debts.” 

Judge Kane warned of the “danger” of “the indulgence of the humane 
and benevolent feelings of our nature”; such “indulgence” lead some of 
us to “forget the first duty of citizens of a government of laws,” namely, 
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“obedience to its ordinances.” How neatly put, again, was the revolu- 
tionary essence of Abolitionism.™ 

Equally dramatic and effective in swaying public opinion was the case 
revolving around Margaret Garner. In January 1856, seventeen slaves in 
Boone County, Kentucky, set out in an attempt at mass flight; some 
being armed, this amounted to an insurrectionary effort. Those fleeing 
consisted of Simon Garner, his wife, Mary Garner, and their son, Simon, 
Jr., the slaves of James Marshall. Simon, Jr.’s wife, Margaret Garner, 
and their four children were owned by Archibald K. Gaines of a nearby 
plantation. In the evening of Sunday, 27 January, the Garner group, plus 
nine other slaves from nearby plantations fled. 

They made their way by horse-drawn sleigh along icy roads to the Ohio 
River, a distance of some sixteen miles. Here the sleigh was abandoned 
and all seventeen (including a pregnant Margaret Garner) walked across 
the frozen Ohio into Cincinnati. The group then separated, and nine made 
it safely to Canada. The Garners headed for a free black person, Elijah 
Kite, apparently a relative. Kite welcomed them and hurried on alone to 
the intrepid Levi Coffin for help. Coffin offered directions; Kite returned 
but almost at once a fugitive-hunting party had surrounded his house. 
Apparently someone had betrayed the fleeing group. 

The hunters consisted of Gaines, accompanied by the son of James y 
Marshall—the other slave owner involved—and several U.S. marshals. 
The slaves resisted, but the attacking force was too numerous and broke 
into the barricaded home. Simon Garner, Jr., continued fighting and 
wounded one of the marshals, but the cause was lost. Then it was that 
Margaret Garner killed one of her children, a girl, and wounded others, 
all the while calling on Mary to help kill the children. She could not; all 
were overpowered, Margaret Garner crying all the while that she 
wanted her children dead rather than returned to slavery. The descrip- 
tion of Margaret Garner included mention of a scar running from her 
forehead to her cheekbone. When asked about its source, she replied, 
“White man struck me.” 

A legal battle royal then developed between Kentucky and Ohio with 
its personal liberty law and its Free-Soil governor, Salmon P. Chase, 
elected in 1855. The federal government, led personally by President 
Pierce, backed Kentucky and the Garners were returned to slavery, de- 
spite massive protests and demonstrations by black and white men and 
women, led in one case by Lucy Stone Blackwell. The federal govern- 


ment spent over $21,000 to returmthe*Garmers.to slavery..As soon as 
—_——__—. 
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’ Gaines had them back in Kentucky, he sold them south, but the ship 
carrying them sank. Margaret Garner was rescued, but she managed 
first to drown one of her children. She was quoted in the contemporary 
press as rejoicing that still another of her children would not know slav- 
ery. She herself disappeared into continued bondage. 

This case evoked the widest possible statewide and nationwide atten- 
tion. Julius Yanuck, whose account of the Garner case is the best avail- 
able, concluded by noting that after the death of the second child, “the 
angry state legislature enacted a law requiring state officers to take per- 
sons out of the possession of U.S. authorities upon the issuance of a state 
writ of habeas corpus.” Further, the state legislature denounced the Fu- 
gitive Slave Law of 1850 as not only unconstitutional but as “repugnant 
to the plainest principles of justice and humanity.”** Again, this case made 
Abolitionists of hitherto conscientious nonpartisans. Converted by its 
drama and horror, for example, was the Ohio attorney a and. futsicenpne si- 
dent. Rutherford B.. Hayes. “From this.time.forward,” he vowed, eh, will 
not.only be a black Republican, but I I will be a damned Abolitiomast.” 

Meanwhile one of the “damndest” of these, John Brown, ‘had reached 
the conclusion that the time for talk had ended; action, the more dramatic 
the better, was now needed. Having gained experience in the Kansas 
civil war and having led out eleven slaves, successfully, in the dead of 
winter from Missouri to Canada, he began in 1857 to devote all his ener- 
gies to the effort to “bring the war into Africa.” 





Chapter Nine 


John Brown and Revolution 


The apotheosis of revolutionary commitment, determining the basic na- 
ture of Abolitionism, was John Brown. Among white participants in the 
movement, Brown was extraordinary—perhaps unique—in the com- 
pleteness with which he, his wife, Mary Brown, and their children shed 
concepts and feelings of white supremacy. This was the result of delib- 
erate practice, so that, by word as well as by consistent deed, the 
Browns not only advocated but lived equality. The Browns, and espe- 
cially John himself in his frequent travels, sought and earned the friend- 
ship of black people, meeting with them, praying with them, socializing 
with them, and jointly thinking out common problems. 

Of modern historians—many of whom have hated Brown—the first to 
emphasize this feeling of identity that Brown achieved was W. E. B. Du 
Bois in his analytical biography published in 1909. There Du Bois ob- 
served: “John Brown worked not simply for the Black Man—he worked 
with them, and he was a companion of their daily life, knew their faults 
and virtues, and felt, as few white Americans have felt, the bitter tragedy 
of their lot.”! 

John Brown truly believed that all people were created in God’s image 
and that black men and women were the brothers and sisters of those 
who were white. Brown actively sought out black people, lived among 
them, listened to them, learned from them. His friends and associates 
included Frederick Douglass, Harriet Tubman, Martin Delany, J. W. Lo- 
guen, Dr. and Mrs. J. M. Gloucester, Henry Highland Garnet, William 
Still, Harry Watson, and many others, as well as those who, at Harpers 
Ferry, pledged their lives to his leadership. 
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These black men and women manifested complete confidence in 
Brown; they believed him, accepted him, loved him as a brother. And 
Brown felt their enslavement as though it were his own; he frequently 
said this and often thought of what the enslavement of his wife and chil- 
dren would mean to him. He knew that what it would mean to him was 
what it really meant, to.black people. Thus, his hatred of slavery .. 
fierce. He dedicated his life, from the 1840s, to its eradication. “I have 
only a short time to live—only one death to die,” he wrote in his fifty- 
sixth year. “I will die fighting for the cause.” 

This was enough to earn the hatred of the ruling forces in the United 
States, as well as many of their later chroniclers. But, in addition, Brown 
grasped the connection between the fundamental character of black 
oppression and the nature of U.S. society. This was the source of his 
response, as he lay bleeding in the armory after Col. Robert E. Lee’s 
Marines had smashed their way in, to the baiting reporter from the rab- 
idly proslavery New York Herald: “You may dispose of me very easily; I 
am nearly disposed of now; but this question is still to be settled—this 
Negro question, I mean—the end of that is not yet.” It explains, too, the 
last note he handed to a guard as he was led on 2 December 1859 to the 
gallows: “I John Brown am now quite certain that the crimes of this guilty 
land will never be purged away, but with Blood. I had as I now think, 
vainly flattered myself that without very much bloodshed it might be 
done.” 

Another central feature of John Brown’s thinking was his militancy— 
his conception of slavery as a product of and exercise in violence on the 
part of the masters and his belief that therefore physical resistance by or 
on behalf of the slaves was not only just but necessary. Brown believed 
in the Declaration of Independence as completely as he believed in the 
Ten Commandments. To him, if the grievances of the colonists had jus- 
tified armed resistance to the king’s efforts at forcible suppression, then 
the slaves—with infinitely more awful grievances—were certainly justi- 
fied in resorting to armed resistance. 

To understand Brown and his impact upon his time, it is necessary not 
only to comprehend this militancy but also to understand that the concept 
of militancy—of the propriety and justice of armed resistance by the 
slaves—was widespread within the Abolitionist movement by the 1850s. 
Indeed, it had become a dominant view within the movement by the 
decade preceding the Civil War. This point is important in explaining the 
sensitivity of Brown: his conviction that the Harpers Ferry effort would 
electrify the country, would actually strengthen the foes of slavery, 
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would gain the sympathy of major components of the American popula- 
tion—of course, among the black millions, but also among a significant 
proportion of the white multimillions. 

Deep in the consciousness of those whites had always been the feeling 
that believing in the Declaration of Independence and abiding the exis- 
tence of slavery .was blatantly contradictory. The rationalization that 
made it possible to live with the contradiction was racism, the idea of the 
subhumanity of black people or, at least, their marked inferiority to white 
people. To justify slavery, it was necessary to develop the myth of the 
black peoples’ docility, of their acceptance of slavery so that, uniquely, 
they embraced their servitude. John Brown knowing black people and 
stud ipsethena understate aaailtae Tuer et Fil 

though few, even among the whife Abolitionists, had developed 
Brown's feeling of complete identity with, the black people, many within 
the Tovement, including some on its fringes, by the late 1840s and 1850s 
had accepted if not embraced militant Abolitionism. For this reason, 
when Frederick Douglass had first met with Brown at his home in 1847, 
he was not startled when Brown placed the nub of his plan before him. 
Douglass stated that after a brief visit to Brown’s business office, he 
returned home with him. Following dinner with the family, Douglass and 
Brown considered the latter’s plan from eight in the evening to three the 
next morning. 

The plan as then presented—and Brown said that developments in the 
country led him to believe that its time for implementation was not far 
off—was, Douglass felt, “very simple”; he thought it “had much to com- 
mend it.” What was the plan? It was not, Douglass continued, one that 
“contemplate[d] a general rising among the slaves, and a general slaugh- 
ter of the slave masters.” He added in parentheses, “(an insurrection he 
thought would only defeat the object).” 

Brown then called Douglass’s attention “to a large map of the United 
States and pointed out to me the far-reaching Alleghenies, stretching 
away from the borders of New York into the Southern States.” Brown 
believed they were placed there by God “to aid the emancipation of your 
race.” In what way? Why, “they are full of natural forest, where one man 
for defense would be equal to a hundred for attack; they are also full of 
good hiding places where a large number of men could be concealed and 
baffle and elude pursuit for a long time.” Brown, like Douglass, was fa- 
miliar with the existence of maroons, that is, outlying pugnacious fugitive 
slaves who terrorized surrounding plantations. The hiding places in the 
mountains would be natural centers for bands of such resisters. 
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Brown told Douglass that he knew “these mountains well and could 
take a body of men into them and keep them there in spite of all the 
efforts of Virginia [note Brown’s mention of the intended spot] to dis- 
lodge me.” At first, he went on, he would pick “about twenty-five men 
and begin on a small scale, supply them arms and ammunition, post them 
in squads of five on a line of twenty-five miles.” These groups would 
“busy themselves for a time in gathering recruits from the surrounding 
farms, seeking and selecting the most restless and daring.” 

Soon, he thought, he could gather a hundred stalwart men; properly 
trained, “they would begin work in earnest; they would run off the slaves 
in large numbers.” The strong and brave among those would then enlarge 
the number of liberators and the area liberated; others would go North. 
In some cases slaveholders would face nightly visits, ordered to give up 
their slaves together with their best horses. If it then came to a fight, 
“he would of course do his best.” Slavery, he reminded Douglass, in any 
case “was a state of war” and slaves had ad.the right“to anything necessary” 
for. their freedom. John Brown thought his scheme, when implemented 
“would weaken slavery in two ways”; it would.make.the.“propect)gyin- 
secure and it would enliven antislavery, agitation and lead to national mea- 
sures to Bud it. Nat Turner, he pointed out, shook slavery in 1837. this 
plan could shatter it. 

Douglass, in this discussion, did his part by “finding all the objections 
I could against it,” but he does not specify any. He had already said, as 
has been noted, that the plan “had much to commend it.” At any rate, 
from 1847 on, Quglass moved away not only from the pacifism of Gar- 
rison (he had already abandoned that) but also from a reliance upon po- 
litical struggle (again contrary to Garrison) to an acceptance, and even 
an advocacy, of resistance by. the.slaves. ° 

‘John Brown had enunciated another important proposition when, early 
in 1851, he formed the League of Gileadites for the protection of fugitive 
slaves in Springfield, Massachusetts, then the hometown of the Browns. 
In What He Calle “Words of Advice.” he penned these sentences which, 


_ in view of his own experience, have an extraordinary prophetic quality: 


| “Nothing so charms the American people as personal bravery. . . . The 


trial for life of one bold and to some extent successful man, for defending 
his rights in good earnest, would arouse more sympathy throughout the 
nation than the accumulated sufferings of more than three millions of our 
submissive colored population.”* Clearly, Brown’s words of advice were 
not forgotten by him eight years later. 

“In his Swing toward Militant resistance, Douglass was typical of the 
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Abolttionist. movement: 4 Ann Phillips, for example, militant wife of the 
radical Wendell Phillips, in a letter of 25 May 1854 to her friends, ex- 
pressed a widely growing impatience: “We may as well disband at once 
if our meetings and papers are all talk and we never do anything but 
talk.”> Brown himself some years later left an antislavery meeting while 
it was still in session, complaining that it was nothing but talk, devoid of 
action. 

Characteristic of the developments of the 1850s were these three 
statements: 


¢ Frederick Douglass, speaking 11 May 1855 in New York City at a meeting of 
the National Council of the Colored People, said: “I would have you fight for 
your liberty when assailed by the slave hunter. This will gain you some re- 
spect. . . . Fear inculcates respect. J would rather see insurrection for the next 
six months in the South than that slavery should exist there for [the] next six 
years.” 


¢ Gerrit Smith, at a convention in Buffalo, 10 July 1856, assembled to consider 
the developments in Kansas, said: “There was a time when slavery could have 
been ended by political action. But that time has gone by—and, as I appre- 
hend, forever. There was not virtue enough in the American people to bring 
slavery to a bloodless termination; and all that remains for them is to bring it 
to a bloody one.” 


* Charles L. Remond spoke before a State convention of Massachusetts black 
people held in New Bedford in August 1858. He had been a devoted and 
effective Garrisonian for decades, which made more significant his remarks: 
“We must depend on our own self-reliance. If we recommend to the slaves in 
South Carolina to rise in rebellion, it would work greater things than we imag- 
ine. If some Black Archimedes does not soon arise with his lever, then there 
will spring up some Black William Wallace with his claymore, for the freedom 
of the black race.” Remond then “moved that a committee of five be appointed 
to prepare an address suggesting to the slaves at the South to create an 
insurrection.” This suggestion was rejected—as had been the similar sugges- 
tion, that Henry Highland Garnet had made fifteen years earlier—but it sug- 
gests the shift in Abolitionist feeling. ® 


Garrison himself observed this marked change in the Abolitionist 
movement. At the twenty-fifth anniversary meeting of the American 
Anti-Slavery Society in New York City in May 1858, he said, “A sad 
change has come over the spirit of anti-slavery men, generally speaking. 
We are growing more and more warlike, more and more disposed to 
repudiate the principles of peace.”® 
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By this time, of course, John Brown’s plans were well advanced, but 
their betrayal that year by his hired drillmaster, Hugh Forbes, forced the 
postponement of their implementation for one year. To keep his hand in, 
Brown, at the urging of a black fugitive, went into Missouri, freed eleven 
slaves, killed the master who resisted, and in the dead of winter escaped 
successfully to Canada with the eleven men and women. By the time 
they arrived in Canada, a twelfth “fugitive” was free—having been born 
on the journey. By this time also, others were projecting, even in letters 
and printed circulars, elaborate plans for inciting and assisting slave re- 
bellions in the South. One such circular, from the attorney Lysander 
Spooner, was withdrawn when Brown himself learned of it and told 
Spooner its continued circulation would interfere with his own plan.'” 

This turn to militancy was a reflection of, the intensification. of ames 


that, t enveloped th the Tation. Because the e decade,1850-60 marked a 
point.in..slave unrest, repression. 3 nn intensified i in the. South, especially : 


free black people. There was a rising ; class consciousness and political 
organization among the southern nonslaveholding population, and in Mis- 
souri, North Carolina, and parts of Tennessee and Virginia successful 
political challenges were mounted to Bourbon domination. One result of 
this, as noted earlier, was growing extremism on the part.of proslavery 
theoreticians, culminating in ‘the insistence. that. slavery..was.a.0 natural and 
salutary condition for all working people. 

“The decade also witnessed the outbreak of veritable ciyjl war in Kan- 
sas—where John Brown played a key role—as well as movements to- 
‘ward the nationalization of slavery as affirmed by_the..U.S. Supreme 
Court.in the Dred Scott. decision (1857) and the Ableman v. Booth deci- 
sion (1859), again written by. Chief “Justice. Taney. The 1859 decigion 
reiterated the national scope of slavery and affirmed the constitutionality 
of the Fugitive Slave Act of 1850. It arose out of the militant action of 
Abolitionists in in Wisconsin, led led by Sherman M...Booth.of Milwaukee, who 
forcibly fr freed a captured. fugitive, Joshua Glover, in 1854.'' A represen- 
fative from South Carolina entered the Senate floor in 1856, walked to 
Sen. Charles Sumner’s desk, and clubbed that stalwart antislavery 
statesman into insensitivity, very nearly killing him—to the fervent ap- 
plause of the southern press. 
he first gained fame—or notoriety. “The latter derived ST from the 
bloody Pottawatomie slaughter, or executions,..on.25.May_ 1856. Garn- 
son’s sons, in their biography of their father, referred to “the midnight 
extirpation with the sword, in true Southern fashion—of a nest of Border 
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Ruffianism.”'* Slaughtered were five leaders_of the proslavery forces in 
retaliation for_the killing of six free-state men and the burning and looting 
of Lawrence, their headquarters. The slaughter put the fear of God in 
the ranks of the proslavery forces. It was followed in a few days by 
Brown’s men defeating a party of proslavery partisans in the Battle of 
Black, Jack..Creek.on,2.June.1856—“the first regular battle fought be- 
tween free-State»and»pro-slavery,men,in Kansas.”' Stephen B. Oates, 
in his recent biography of Brown, closes the account of “Bloody Potta- 
watomie” with this sentence: “The enemy had murdered six free-state 
men since the struggle had begun in Kansas. Now, in killing five slavery 
men, Brown and his Northern Army had about evened the score.”" 

John Brown was involved shortly before the Harpers Ferry attack in 
another case producing political prisoners. This was the Oberlin-Welling- 
ton rescue effort which.began-on-43.September 1858 when John Price, 
a “fugitive. slave living in.the. college town,..was. betrayed (for a payment 
of twenty dollars) into the hands of four slave catchers. The four forcibly 
carried Price from Oberlin to a hotel in Wellington from whence he was 
to be shipped back to slavery after the formality of a hearing had been 
completed. 

News of this event reached the ears of the faculty and students at 
Oberlin College, a center of antislavery feeling. Quickly many of them, 
joined by some townspeople, thirty-seven in all, set out after the slave 
catchers, caught up with them in the Wellington hotel, and forcibly freed 
Price. 

A grand jury—one of whose members was the father of the betrayer— 
promptly indicted all of them and all were deposited in jail. Two were 
tried immediately. One was Simon M. Bushnell who, when he refused 
the judge’s suggestion that he show contrition, was sentenced to sixty 
days in jail, fined six hundred dollars, and charged with court costs. 

Tned next was the black man, Charles H. Langston, who was record- 
ing secretary of the Ohio Anti-Slavery Society. After being convicted, 
Langston took advantage of the court’s offer to hear him prior to sent- 
encing. Langston delivered an eloquent speech denouncing slavery and 
racism and affirming his intention to continue fighting both, no matter the 
consequences. 

He told the judge: “I know that the courts of this country, that the 
laws of this country, that the governmental machinery of this country, 
are so constituted as to oppress and outrage colored men, men of my 
complexion. I cannot then, of course, expect, judging from the past his- 
tory of the country, any mercy from the laws, from the constitution, or 
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from the courts of the country.” He reiterated the details of Price’s res- 
cue, and descnbed it as just and gallant. He said his participation in it 
was right and not really criminal. In any case, he added, he could not be 
fairly tried, for judge and jury were white and the prosecutor was white; 
colored people were “oppressed by certain universal and deeply fixed 
prejudices.” Langston concluded by saying that no matter what the court 
decided, he would, under similar circumstances, do again what he had 
done in the present case. 

The judge seems to have been moved by Langston’s address; he sen- 
tenced him to twenty days in jail, a fine of one hundred dollars, and court 
costs. Langston served his time and promptly returned to his antislavery 
office. Eleven other men who remained in jail for about forty-five days 
awaiting trial were shortly released without a trial. In the attack to free 
Price, black men had played a leading role; twelve of the thirty-seven 
were black and five of them were released, after forty-five days, with 
the others. !® 

This case created great excitement in Ohio and was prominently no- 
ticed throughout the nation. As it happened, John Brown and John Henry 
Kagi were both in Ohio throughout the trials and the furor. Both men 
visited the jailed rescuers, and Kagi wrote about the case for New York 
and Cleveland newspapers. Kagi also enlisted at this time two of the 
blacks prominent in the case, John A. Copeland, an Oberlin student, and 
Copeland’s uncle, Lewis Sheridan Leary. Both men fought at Harpers 
Ferry; Copeland was hanged and Leary was killed. Brown—although 
there was a warrant outstanding for his arrest—walked the streets of 
Cleveland openly and spoke at meetings in defense of the rescuers. 
Learning at one point that President Buchanan had offered a $250 reward 
for his capture, Brown told reporters that he offered a reward of $2.50 
to anyone who would bring ue president to him! 

ps events of this nat. ng the nation, John Brownssagtion 
at ts Ferry in. 1859 seeme d almost fa atec to many conte oraries. 
His” wet ‘was not abe tiona If If it-had been. out of step, with. e of 
the’éra, it "Wollld. no it.did upon both 1 the Sout and 
the » North— “and. the, world. By the time Brown acted, as has been shown, 
the “Abolitionist mayement itself had developed to the point where Jnili- 
tant action. was_ more common.and more, widely. “justified. John “Brown 
knew this. of course. “Hence, he was supremely confident that now was 
the time, that succeed or fail, the blow he contemplated would electnfy 
an expectant nation and would have, therefore, an enormous historic 
impact. Brown was not eccentric—let alone mad; he was, rather, acutely 


sensitive, to the point, I think, of genius. 16 
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John Brown also epitomized the revolutionary quality of Abolitionism 
inasmuch as he possessed an acute class consciousness. (This may well 
be an additional explanation for the passionate dentinciation that befell 
him from conventional commentators.) His hatred of slavery reflected a 
rejection both of racism and of elitism. He repeatedly insisted that he 
was a partisan of the slave and of the poor. When he lay on the armory 
floor, one of those questioning him asked, “Upon what principle do you 





any personal animosity, revenge, or vindictive spirit. Iti Sympathy 
with the poteseed and wronged, phat ans as. aaiseens 
in't eS of God — 


made a similar point in 1856 in a long conversation with William 
A. Phillips, a reporter for the New York Tribune. Phillips recorded: “One 
of the most interesting things in his conversation that night, and one that 
marked him as a theorist, was his treatment of our forms of social and 
political life.” Phillips continued: 


He thought society ought. to be.rearganized on_a less. selfish basis, for while 
material interests gained something by the deification of pure selfishness, men 
and women lost much by it. He said that all great Teforms, like the Christian 
religion, were_based on broad, generous, self-sacrificing principles. He con- 
demned the sale of land as a chattel, and thought there was an infinite number of 
wrongs to right before society would be what it should be, but that in our country 
slavery was the “sum of all villainies,” and its abolition the first essential work. 
If the American people did not take courage and end it speedily, human freedom 
and republican liberty would soon be empty names in the United States." 


Brown’s sense of class was ever with him and he kept returning to it. 
From his prison cell, he wrote a friend on 1 November 1859: “I do not 
feel conscious of guilt in taking up arms; and had it been in behalf of the 
rich and powerful, the intelligent, the great—as men count greatness— 
of those who form enactments to suit themselves and corrupt others, or 
some of their friends, that I interfered, suffered, sacrificed, and fell, it 
would have been doing very well.” 

It is because this was a thread binding together his whole life that he 
enunciated it so clearly and so beautifully when called upon by the court 
to speak before the judge passed sentence upon him. Brown had not 
expected to be sentenced at that time and had prepared no written state- 
ment; so he spoke without notes but without hesitation. He denied trea- 
son—especially against the Virginia court that was trying him, for he was 
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neither a citizen nor a resident of Virginia. He insisted he had not come 
to Virginia with the intention of killing anyone and hence was not guilty 
of murder. He had planned not insurrection but the freeing of slaves, and 
this was his crime. (Many later historians have declared that Brown de- 
liberately lied in saying this; we shall examine that matter later.) He con- 
cluded by absolving all others for responsibility in his course, affirming 
that it was one he had imposed upon himself and that those who followed 
him did so of their own free will. The heart of his final statement lay in 
two paragraphs frequently omitted in accounts of what he said: 


I have another objection, and that is it is unjust that I should suffer such a 
penalty. Had I interfered in the manner in which I admit, and which | admit was 
fairly proved—for which I admire the truthfulness and candor of the greater por- 
tion of the witnesses who have testified in this case—had I so interfered in behalf 
of the rich, the powerful, the intelligent, the so-called great, wife or children, or 
any of that class, and suffered and sacrificed what I have in this interference, it 
would have been all nght. Every man in this Court would have deemed it an act 
worthy of reward rather than punishment. 

This court acknowledges, too, as I suppose the validity of the law of God. I 
see a book kissed, which I suppose to be the Bible, or at least the New Testa- 
ment, which teaches me that all things whatsoever I would that men should do 
to me, I should do even so to them. It teaches me, further, to remember them 
that are in bonds as bound with them. I endeavored to act up to that instruction. 
I say I am too young to understand that God is any respecter of persons. I believe 
that to have interfered as I have done, as I have always freely admitted I have 
done, in behalf of His despised poor, I did no wrong, but right. Now if it is deemed 
necessary that I should forfeit my life for the furtherance of the ends of justice, 
and mingle my blood further with the blood of my children and with the blood of 
millions of this slave country whose rights are disregarded by wicked, cruel, and 
unjust enactments, I say, let it be done. 


It was deemed proper that he so suffer; the judge, speaking in the 
name of Virginia, sentenced John Brown to be hanged by the neck until 
dead on 2 December 1859, one month after these immortal words were 
uttered. 

The one passage in John Brown’s final address to the court that has 
been characterized to be a falsehood (as Stepnen Oates has done, for 
example)'® occurs where Brown refers to the freeing of slaves in Mis- 
sour in 1858 and states that in the Harpers Ferry assault he had “de- 
signed to do the same thing again, on a larger scale.” He added: “That 
was all | intended. I never did intend murder, or treason, or the destruc- 
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tion of property, or to excite or incite slaves to rebellion, or to make 
insurrection.” 

The reader will recall the 1847 conversation between Brown and 
Douglass in which he laid out his plan of recruiting and arming a limited 
number of men (one hundred at the outside) and using them to gather 
fugitives, retreat to mountain fastnesses, set up centers, defy capture, 
and serve as magnets attracting other slaves. The idea was to set up 
such centers, or maroon bases, throughout the Alleghenies and thus 
shake the slaveholding edifice to its foundations. 

Oates himself reported that two of the state witnesses at the trial said 
of Brown that he “had declared his purpose was not to kill whites but to 
free Negroes and destroy slavery.”"’ When Brown’s men had come to 
Col. Lewis Washington’s plantation and (as Brown had planned) Wash- 
ington gave the sword of George Washington to the black liberator Os- 
borne P. Anderson (for, the latter paraphrased Brown, “Anderson being 
a colored man, and colored men being only things in the South, it is 
proper that the South be taught a lesson upon this point”), Lewis Wash- 
ington was seized, but otherwise unharmed.” Moreover, if it was mur- 
der Brown wanted, he had the armory full of townspeople taken prisoner. 
He harmed none among them—on the contrary, at some trouble, he saw 
to feeding them. And he overstayed his visit to Harpers Ferry instead of 
fleeing to the nearby mountains, for, as he stated, he was concerned for 
the prisoners and their families and had not planned how to dispose of 
them. 

Directly to the point is the account of the interview he had with Fred- 
erick Douglass in 1847. And one has the full record, made by Douglass, 
of his last meeting with Brown, two weeks prior to the attack in 1859, 
Douglass was summoned by Brown to come to him from his Rochester 
home. Living with Douglass then was Shields Green, a young black man 
who had escaped from South Carolina and who had earlier met Brown at 
Douglass’s home. The two men, Douglass and Green, took off at once 
in response to the call. 

They were met in Chambersburg, Pennsylvania, by Henry Watson, a 
black Underground Railroad operator in that town (he made a living there 
as a barber). Watson took them to the appointed place, a nearby stone 
quarry on the Conococheagne River. Douglass, after embracing Brown, 
remembered to give him ten dollars, which a black woman of Brooklyn, 
New York, Mrs. Gloucester, had given Douglass for Brown. With Brown 
was his trusted associate, John H. Kagi; both men were armed. Kagi and 
Green were silent as Douglass and Brown conferred on the best course 
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to pursue; they spent Saturday and part of Sunday on the question. 
Douglass was surprised to learn that Brown had altered his onginal plan 
insofar as he meant first to capture the federal armory at Harpers Ferry, 
strip it of weapons, and then head to the mountains with his small group 
of men (and any slaves who may have joined them). Thereafter he meant 
to carry out the rest of the plan: set up other centers along the mountain 
ridges, reach deeper and deeper into the South, and attract more and 
more fugitives. 

Douglass pointed out that there were few slaves in the region sur- 
rounding Harpers Ferry and that it was not plantation area.”! He was 
upset, too, on being informed that Brown had made no effort to let those 
slaves who were in the area know he was coming—this at a time when 
slave kidnapping was a common and lucrative undertaking. But, above 
all, Douglass objected to the idea of attacking Harpers Ferry. This would 
take time to accomplish and it would mean involving the federal govern- 
ment directly in the assault. This, Douglass thought, was a serious and 
mistaken change in the original concept; the armory, he warned, would 
be a steel trap. 

Brown pleaded for Douglass to join, pointing out that his participation 
would add greatly to the attractive power of the effort. But Douglass 
refused, saying that it would fail, that it was suicide; he, Douglass, was 
young and had many years before him (actually he lived until 1895). He 
urged Brown to reconsider. Brown answered that he could not. He had 
spent years on this plan; he had the men and a good initial supply of 
weapons. Forbes’s treachery had already caused a year’s postponement. 
Furthermore, he, Brown, was old and had not many years before him. 
If he was to die, this was the way to go. 

The men kissed, wept, parted. As Douglass took his leave, Green 
tarried. “Are you coming, Shields?” he called. “No,” said Green, “I be- 
lieve I'll go with the Old Man.” These are the only words we have from 
the young fugitive, whose own family was still in slavery. He fought 
bravely, was captured, and was hanged. ”? 

Saturday, 16 October 1859, John Brown and eighteen of his comrades 
set out with horse and wagon (well loaded with pikes and rifles) from the 
Kennedy Farm in Maryland for Harpers Ferry, four miles down the road 
across what was then the Virginia border. Brown drove the wagon; the 
others marched front and rear, two abreast. Three men were left at the 
cabin on the farm to guard some remaining weapons. They had started 
three days early: the men were cooped up and restless; the neighbors 
had become curious. Some had spotted the black men, and the two young 
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women—AMartha Brown, the seventeen-year-old wife of Oliver Brown, 
and Anne Brown, the sixteen-year-old daughter of John—who had pro- 
vided the cover of “family” for the group—had had to leave. Because of 
the early departure, others who were scheduled to join—including Har- 
niet Tubman who by 16 October had reached New York City on her way 
to the farm—were left behind. 

Thus did five black men and seventeen whites—all dedicated and ready 
to die—follow their leader. Of the original twenty-two, ten would be 
killed in combat, seven captured and hanged, and five make good their 
escape. In addition, a free black man (servicing the railroad) would be 
killed, as well as two slaves, among perhaps fifty who had joined the 
Brown effort.” 

Brown had telegraph lines cut, but he permitted a local train to come 
to Harpers Ferry, stopped it, and then inexplicably allowed it to return 
and spread the alarm. The raiders were soon overwhelmed, caught in 
the “steel trap” as Douglass had predicted. They were overcome when 
the trap was sprung by a company of Marines under Lt. J. E. B. Stuart 
and Col. Robert E. Lee. It was now Monday, 18 October 1859, and the 
real drama was to begin. 


John Brown used to the full the six weeks of life left to him from the date 
of his capture at the armory until he mounted the scaffold in Charlestown; 
he particularly used the month from the date of sentence to that of exe- 
cution. As in the trial he had rejected with indignation the efforts by 
attorneys to plead insanity for him, so, after being sentenced, he rejected 
proposals for his rescue from Abolitionist friends. The important thing, 
he said was not to live long, but to live well; now, he added, at the end 
of a hangman’s noose, he was worth infinitely more to the cause of human 
emancipation than he would be as a hunted fugitive. He conducted himself 
with such courage and restraint, consideration and honor, that he all but 
converted his jailer to Abolitionism, and that person together with the 
guards wept on the day the Old Man was led away to die. 

Meanwhile, in interviews and a steady stream of letters, he attacked 
slavery as an impermissible evil, as an institution whose corrosive effect 
was threatening the existence of the Republic. The reports of these in- 
terviews and the texts of his letters were published in the New York 
Tribune and in many other papers, magazines, and pamphlets. Public 
meetings—pro- and anti-Brown—were held throughout the nation; what 
he said were matters of discussion in households throughout the United 
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States. It is probably true that never in the history of the country has 
one man’s actions and ideas become for so prolonged a period a matter 
of such intense interest among so large a proportion of the people. 

This is of decisive importance when considering the oft-repeated al- 
legation that the man had “thrown his life away” and that he died as 
“absurdly” as he had lived. The contrary is the truth. In the life and death 
of John Brown one finds a marvelous merging of the man’s meaning; in 
living and in dying he struck powerful blows against the “sum of all vil- 
lainies.” As W. E. B. Du Bois wrote, of his “forty days in prison,” Brown 
“made the mightiest Abolition document that America has ever known.” 

Wendell Phillips, addressing a huge audience in Boston on 18 Novem- 
ber 1859, took up this charge of “wasted years.” He said: “It seems to 
me that in judging lives, this man, instead of being a failure, has done 
more to lift the American people, to hurry forward the settlement of a 
great question, to touch all hearts, to teach us ethics, than a hundred 
men could have done, living each on to eighty years. Is that a failure?”™ 

Self-serving rhetoric, perhaps, coming from the lips of a passionate 
Abolitionist? Well, here is the testimony of Charles Eliot Norton who, 
soon after Brown's execution, wrote to an English frend: 


I have seen nothing like it. We get up excitements easily enough . . . but this 
was different. The heart of the people was fairly reached, and impression was 
made upon it which will be permanent and produce results long hence. . . . The 


events of this last month or two (including under the word events the impression 
made by Brown’s character) have done more to confirm the opposition to slavery, 
than all the antislavery tracts and novels that ever were written.” 


The country was ripe for the lessons of Brown’s martyrdom; this is proof 
of the man’s genius. 

Julia Ward Howe wrote to Anne Mailliard on 6 November 1859: “His 
death will be holy and glorious,—the gallows cannot dishonor him—he 
will hallow it.”*6 Longfellow, at about the same time, offered the opinion 
that Brown’s death “will be a great day in our history, the date of a new 
Revolution—quite as needed as the old one.”*? Emerson echoed the 
words of Julia Ward Howe; in Boston on 8 November 1859 he remarked 
that Brown’s martyrdom “will make the gallows as glorious as the cross.” 
For Thoreau, Brown’s behavior and sacrifice constituted “a sublime spec- 
tacle”; “he has earned immortality,” he concluded. “Few spirits,” said 
Theodore Parker, “have been more pure and devoted than John 
Brown.” Similar sentiments were expressed by Bronson Alcott, and his 
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daughter Louisa May Alcott entered in her diary: “The execution of Saint 
John the Just took place today.” 

Lydia Mana Child wrote on 27 November 1859, “Before this affair I 
thought 1 was growing old and drowsy; but now I am as strong as an 
eagle.” She offered to go to Brown and nurse him, but Governor Wise 
would not allow it. She published in one year four pamphlets inspired by 
Brown. On 20 November 1859 she wrote to friends: 


I am astonished at the extent and degree of sympathy manifested for the brave 
old martyr. It is a remarkable example of the power of a great moral principle to 
overcome the worst disadvantages of external circumstances. To all outward 
appearance, all is defeat and ruin. Yet in reality what a glorious success! He is 
cursed, and scoffed at, and spit upon. Yet how the best intellects, and the largest 
hearts of the land, delight to do him honor.” 


Again, because Lydia Maria Child had devoted much of her life to the 
Abolitionist movement, her words may be construed to reflect her par- 
tisanship, but, as in the case of Charles Eliot Norton, there is the coun- 
tervailing example of an editorial in the New York Post by William Cullen 
Bryant on the day following Brown’s execution. 

Bryant referred to Brown’s hanging as “an event in our national history 
which warrants every thoughtful man amongst us pondering over it 
deeply.” Bryant was convinced that Brown’s “fortitude” and his “hatred 
of oppression” would move most of “the civilized public” to “lay on his 
tomb the honors of martyrdom.” That martyrdom would “bring recruits 
to his cause”; Bryant was sure that Brown’s “errors of judgment” would 
be forgotten by history when faced with “his unfaltering courage” and the 
“nobleness of his aims.” His name, Bryant concluded, would surely be 
included among the “heroes” of humanity.°° 

Abroad, Victor Hugo, from his exile, wrote that Brown “was an apostle 
and a hero; the gibbet has only increased his glory and made him a mar- 
tyr”; Garibaldi in Italy spoke in the same breath of John Brown and Jesus 
Christ; in Czarist Russia, Brown’s martyrdom inspired Chernishevsky.*! 
Professor Jerzy Jedlicki, of the Polish Academy of Sciences, wrote re- 
cently that “the condemnation of John Brown to the gallows,” provoked 
“Cyprian Norwid, the great and somber poet, into writing what is pos- 
sibly the deepest felt disillusionment with the American myth in Polish 
literature. In his two memorable poems devoted to ‘the citizen John 
Brown’ he wrote in despair that the shadows of Washington and Kos- 
ciuszko have been betrayed, and the stars on the American flag proved 
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to be mere fireworks.” The poet concluded that “it is America itself which 
has been hanged in the person of Brown.”*” 

It was the hanging of John Brown that moved James Russell Lowell to 
pen “Truth forever on the scaffold / Wrong forever on the throne,” but 
it was the temper of the times that Brown knew so well that led the poet 
to continue with the words so often omitted but so pregnant with mean- 
ing: “But that scaffold sways the future.” That same note of defiance and 
confidence was struck by the Brown family’s black neighbors who sang 
as his body was lowered into the rocky earth of the Adirondacks: 


Blow ye the trumpet, blow 
The gladly solemn sound. 
Let all the nations know 

To earth’s remotest bound 
The year of jubilee has come. 


When Brown was offered in jail “the consolation of religion” by Gov- 
ernor Wise’s son and a Virginia colonel among others, he rejected it with 
no note of uncertainty. Apologists for slavery were not Christians, let 
alone ministers. He wrote to Mrs. George Stearns: “I have asked to be 
spared from having any mock, or hypocritical prayers made over me, when 
I am publicly murdered.” He would much prefer “that my only religious 
attendants be poor little, dirty, ragged, bare headed, and barefooted slave 
boys, and girls, led by some grey headed slave mother. | should feel much 
prouder of such an escort, and I wish I could have it.”* 

The artist who depicted Brown as kissing a black child held up to him 
by a mother did not paint reality but came close to Brown’s desire. Ben- 
jamin Quarles tells us that as he was on his way to the execution “a slave 
woman said, ‘God bless you, old man; if I could help you, I would.’” If he 
heard, that surely helped. 

Two thousand infantry men, plus cavalry and artillery, surrounded the 
site of Brown’s execution. Seated upon his coffin in the wagon taking him 
to his death, Brown looked around him and remarked aloud on the 
loveliness of the Blue Ridge Mountains. He had already said farewell to 
his weeping jailers and urged them to regain their composure; he handed 
his final note to a guard foretelling slavery’s bloody end. 

He had the previous evening said farewell to his much loved and in- 
domitable wife, who had insisted, against his advice, on visiting him. The 
jailer, John Avis, had provided his own office for the use of the Browns, 
but when John asked that Mary be permitted to spend his final evening 
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with him, Avis had to deny the request. The Browns discussed his burial 
and the remaining children’s welfare before the final parting. The wife 
wept softly, but John broke down altogether and cried uncontrollably for 
some time. 

Before leaving the jail Brown went to each of the imprisoned comrades 
and bade him farewell. And then he was driven to the gallows. At the 
site among the thousands gathered there were Robert E. Lee and soon- 
to-be-called “Stonewall” Jackson (who wrote his wife that he feared for 
Brown’s soul) and a well-known actor up from Richmond watching with 
fascination—John Wilkes Booth. Present, too, among the lines of soldiers 
was an elderly man clearly not a soldier, whose influence as Virginia’s 
greatest slave owner and leading theoretician of secession earned him 
his place here—Edmund Ruffin. Shortly, Ruffin’s distinction was to gain 
him the honor of firing the first round against Fort Sumter. Later, hearing 
of Lee’s surrender to Grant, this inveterate defender of slavery (not 
called either “fanatic” or “mad” by later historians) wrapped his head in 
the Stars and Bars, put a pistol in his mouth, and blew his life away. 

The Old Man mounted the gallows steps quickly and firmly. A white 
hood was placed over his head and his hands were bound behind him. He 
was led to the trapdoor. Then he waited, for all the soldiers had to take 
their correct positions; the two thousand seemed more nervous than the 
doomed one. An eternity of twelve minutes passed as Brown waited. 
Did Brown want a handkerchief to release when he was ready? “No, 
thank you, I am ready, but please do get on with your work.” He had 
nothing further to say. 

When all seemed ready, the sheriff called to the executioner to per- 
form his task and spring the trap, but the man either did not hear or did 
not respond at once, and the call was shouted again. The trap was 
sprung. The rope was of cotton (purposely, so that slaves’ work would 
choke out his life). The rope slipped, and repeated examinations of his 
heartbeat were made. After thirty-five minutes, the physician said John 
Brown was dead. 

Mary Brown took the body back by wagon and train on the long jour- 
ney to North Elba in the mountains of New York. In most villages and 
cities hundreds and thousands lined the way, mourning; church bells 
sounded. In black America, in the North, 2 December 1859 was Martyr’s 
Day; all stores and businesses were closed and all churches were open. 
Those in the churches and black organizations, especially of women, 
joined many whites in raising money for Mary Brown and her children. 
Brown’s portrait graced the homes and schools of the black folk. 
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Thoreau, on the morning of Brown’s execution, spoke at a church in 
Concord; he offered a “Plea for Captain John Brown.” Brown, he said, 
would really die for he had really lived, and “in teaching us how to die” 
he and his men “taught us how to live.” The respectable, Thoreau said, 
called him misguided, vindictive, insane. They mistaked themselves and 
could not recognize a saint. Thoreau thought, somewhat optimistically, 
perhaps, that when a painter had caught the glory of his martyrdom, “we 
shall then be at liberty to weep for Captain Brown.” 

On 10 December, eight days after Brown was hanged, the young John 
A. Copeland, his black companion who had joined him from Oberlin, 
wrote from his cell to his brother: “It was a sense of the wrongs which 
we have suffered that prompted the noble but unfortunate Captain John 
Brown and his associates to attempt to give freedom to a small number, 
at least, of those who are now held by cruel and unjust laws, and by no 
less cruel and unjust men.” Copeland explained “that though shut up in 
prison and under sentence of death, I have spent some very happy hours 
here.” Why? Because, for his dying in this cause, “true and honest men” 
would honor him, and surely the very “angels” above would “more readily 
receive” him to their “happy home of everlasting joy.”°° Copeland went 
to the gallows six days later, calling out as he mounted the steps (ac- 
cording to the Baltimore Sun): “If I am dying for freedom, I could not 
die for a better cause—I had rather die than be a slave!” 

Let the last words on Brown come from one who knew him well and 
loved him and whose own stature reached that of his. This is Douglass 
speaking on 1 August 1860: 


Our land is too fat with the lost sweat and warm blood of slaves driven to toil and 
death; our civilization is yet too selfish and barbarous; our statesmen are yet too 
narrow, base and mobocratic; our press is yet too venal and truckling; our reli- 
gion is too commercial, too much after the pattern of the pride and prejudices of 
our times, to understand and appreciate the great character who sacrificed him- 
self for the hated Negroes of this country. With the statesmanship, civilization 
and Christianity of America, the Negro is simply a piece of property, having no 
rights which white men are required to respect, but with John Brown and his 
noble associates, the NEGRO IS A MAN, entitled to all the rights claimed by the 
whitest man on earth. Brave and glorious old man! Yours was the life of a true 
friend of humanity, and the triumphant death of a hero. The friends of freedom 
shall be nerved to the glorious struggle with slavery by your example; the hopes 
of the slave shall not die while your name shall live, and after ages shall rejoice 
to do justice to your great history.*” 
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Of course, less than two years after Brown’s hanging, an army of two 
million men (at first all white) was beginning the process of crushing both 
slavery and the slave-owning class. Union troops would go into battle 
inspired by the strains of “John Brown’s body lies a-mouldering in the 
grave, but his soul goes marching on.” And three years later, Frederick 
Douglass became the first black in history to confer in the White House 
with the president of the United States. The president was asking the 
black statesman how best the government might get the news of the 
Emancipation Proclamation into the heart of the South so that the slaves 
might learn of it and, acting upon it, cripple the Confederacy. Frederick 
Douglass tells us: 


I listened with the deepest interest and profoundest satisfaction, and at his sug- 
gestion, agreed to undertake the organizing of a band of scouts, composed of 
colored men, whose business should be, somewhat after the original plan of John 
Brown, to go into the rebel states beyond the line of our army, carry the news 
of emancipation, and urge the slaves to come within our boundaries. 


Surely here is a neatness to historical vindication that has few equals— 
although we shall see another as we examine the revolutionary character 
of the war itself, completing the story of the revolutionary nature of 
Abolitionism. 

John Brown's attack shook the foundations of slavery in an immediate, 
and specific sense. nse. Even as as he lay in his cell, news.came.to-him—which 
he noted in letters—of a wave of incendiarism terrorizing Virginia. This 
arson, of fields, gins, homes, whole towns, shook the entire.South.for 
OMe Ser Browir was “hanged. SOiithern society..was. rocked back on 
its heels and hysteria characterized its leaders. A reign of ‘terror fell upon 
the. South: dozens of si suspected whites (native. and northern) were driven 
out, lashed, tarred and feathered; free black people were especially tor- 
m n SSE Be BN ANENS he 

e episode, told by Ira Berlin, conveys the panic in the region. (The 
subject merits a book in itself, especially insofar as it helped persuade 
dominant elements in the slaveholding class that only secession offered 
the possibility of saving the institution of slavery and perhaps even ex- 
panding it.) In Baltimore, white contemporaries were appalled to dis- 
cover the “enthusiasm with which many free blacks celebrated Brown’s 
assault upon slavery.” Citing the Baltimore Sun of 14 December 1859, 
Berlin reports, “When Baltimore police broke into the annual caulkers’ 
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ball, they discovered the hall bedecked with pictures of Brown and a bust 
inscribed ‘The martyr—God bless him.’ Chalked on the floor was an out- 
line of Governor Henry Wise [of Virginia] straddled by ‘a huge Ethiopian,’ 
surrounded by ‘inscriptions unfit for publication.’” Berlin concludes with 
some understatement: “It was a chilling sight.” 

That chill symbolizes the hysteria that helped drive a desperate slave- 
holding class, faced with Lincoln’s election, to the course of counter- 
revolutionary violence—the path of treason, an effort to overthrow the 
United States government by force. 











Chapter Ten 


The Civil War as Revolution: 
Abolitionism’s Culmination 


James M. McPherson, in a splendid study published in 1964, was never- 
theless careless when, at one point, he wrote: “The South did indeed 
launch a revolution in the winter of 1860-61, but its final outcome was 
rather different from what the revolutionists hoped.”! On the contrary, a 
dominant portion of the slave-owning class in the South—not “the 
South”—launched a counter revolution in that fateful winter. This class, 
convinced by the election of Abraham Lincoln on the Republican party 
platform, that it had irrevocably lost control of the national government, 
decided to resort to force in an effort to sever itself from the govern- 
ment, destroy the Union, and establish its own state founded upon prin- 
ciples precious to it. 

McPherson himself, later in the same work, quotes Abolitionists who 
immediately saw the revolutionary implications of successful resistance 
to the slave-owners’ counterrevolutionary stroke. William Goodell, a 
leading legal expert of the Abolitionist movement, published an editorial 
soon after the firing upon Fort Sumter, entitled “The Second American 
Revolution.” Goodell declared that the revolution now had begun; it 
must, he wrote, “go on to its completion—a National Abolition of Slav- 
ery.” He added, “What but the insanity of moral blindness can long delay 
the proclamation inviting [the slaves] to share in the glorious second 
American Revolution.”* Indeed the self-exiled Virginian Moncure Con- 
way specifically charged the Confederates with being counterrevolution- 
ists and insisted, in bold type, “WE ARE THE REVOLUTIONISTS. ”? 
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The dominant components of the slaveholding class chose counter- 
revolution out of desperation, which was the result of four major devel- 
opments in the years 1850-60. First was the victory of Lincoln and the 
new Republican party. Its platform called for national policies antithetical 
to those desired by the slaveholding class: no further extension of slav- 
ery’s boundaries; a protective tariff; internal improvements (railroads, 
canals, turnpikes, bridges) at federal expense to tie together a burgeon- 
ing (Free Soil) West; and a homestead act to hasten the populating of the 
West. 

Second was the vast increase in the consequence of the Abolitionist 
movement as its leaders—especially Wendell Phillips, William Lloyd Gar- 
rison, Frederick Douglass, Henry C. Wright, Harriet Beecher Stowe, 
Elizabeth Cady Stanton, Henry Highland Garnet, and Charles L. 
Remond—reached through their writings and speeches millions of Amer- 
icans. The movement experienced not only a quantitative leap but also a 
qualitative transformation. Once limited to a pacifist, moral secessionist 
stance, it became committed to political action and militant resistance. 
The latter phase of that movement was epitomized by John Brown, and 
the enshrinement of the Old Man in much of the North helped persuade 
the slave owners that their continued functioning with the new social 
order was impossible. 

The triumph of the Republican party represented, in considerable part, 
a vindication and a product of the labors of the Abolitionists. In 1856, 
Garrison had stated that the party embodied “the whole political anti- 
slavery strength of the country—the legitimate product of the moral ag- 
itation of the subject of slavery for the last quarter of the century. ”* Four 
years later Phillips exulted: “For the first time in our history, the slave 
has chosen a President of the United States. . . . Lincoln is in place, 
Garrison is in power.”° And Douglass had said on 1 August 1860, more 
than three months prior to Lincoln’s election, that although his party was 
certainly not Abolitionist, nevertheless: 


I cannot fail to see that the Republican party carries with it the anti-slavery sen- 
timent of the North, and that a victory gained by it in the present canvass will be 
a victory gained by that sentiment over the wickedly aggressive pro-slavery sen- 
timent of the country. . . . The slaveholders know that the day of their power ts 
over when a Republican President is elected.” (italics added)® 


James Ford Rhodes acutely observed in 1906: 
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We cannot resist the conviction that this anti-slavery agitation had its part, and a 
great part, too, in the first election of Lincoln. . . . by stirring the national con- 
science, they made possible the formation of a political party whose cardinal prin- 
ciple was opposition to the extension of slavery, and whose reason for existence 
lay in the belief of its adherents that slavery in the south was wrong.’ 


The antislavery agitation of the Abolitionists became more reasonable 
to increasing numbers of people in the pre—Civil War generation as the 
third major development of the period, the socioeconomic transformation 
of the North, proceeded. The platform of the Republican party—at its 
creation—reflected the transformation, which was characterized by a 
split in the mercantile bourgeoisie and banking interests as more and 
more of each serviced a free-labor economy rather than a slave-based 
one; the growth of an industrial bourgeoisie with needs—such as pro- 
tective tariff, vast transportation networks, the populating of the 
West—that distinguished it from the planter class; and the growth of a 
working-class and free-farming population, which intensified the antislav- 
ery politics of a northern population of “greasy mechanics and filthy op- 
eratives” and “small-fisted farmers,” as some southerners saw them. 
Added to these pressures upon the slave owners was the fourth devel- 
opment, the growing unrest of the southern slave population and the 
intensified class consciousness of an increasingly politicized nonslave- 
holding white population. 

Faced with all these developments, the slaveholding oligarchy decided 
it had nothing to lose and everything to gain by taking up arms against 
opposing forces, if necessary, and establishing its own empire. When the 
oligarchy created its Confederacy—abstaining from submitting the ques- 
tion of secession to a popular vote until after the decision had been made 
at Montgomery—it made certain to give slavery top priority in its Con- 
stitution. By its terms, impairing private property rights in slaves was 
explicitly forbidden to the Confederate Congress. The Confederacy’s 
vice president, Alexander H. Stephens of Georgia, explained in 1861, as 
we have seen, that slavery was fundamental to the Confederacy as was 
racism. He projected also that that institution would yet dominate the 
entire North American continent. 


There were four components to the revolutionary character of the Civil 
War; all were basically tied to the status of the Afro-American population 
and thus related to the meaning of Abolitionism. First, there was the 
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question of the actual condition of the black people; this also entailed what 
the nature of the postwar South would be. Second was the question of 
remaking the nature of the Union as part of the process of successfully 
defending it. Third was the question of preserving a government based 
on the consent of the governed, on equality of rights, on due process of 
law, of popular sovereignty “of the People, by the People and for the 
People,” with “People” becoming an increasingly all-inclusive concept. 
Fourth, as a necessary corollary of the third, was the question of amend- 
ing the Constitution that would entail the most revolutionary changes in 
social conditions and property relations undertaken anywhere in the nine- 
teenth century. 

Since slavery was at the root of the Confederate effort, the undoing 
of slavery was at the heart of defeating the Confederacy. Slavery’s ex- 
istence had disrupted the Union; slavery’s termination was necessary to 
save it. The reasons for this were manifold and interrelated: (1) a basic 
source of the Confederacy’s strength lay in the labor of the slaves—free 
the slaves and that source vanished; (2) the black people wanted to fight, 
work for, and in all possible ways serve the Union—hence, they prom- 
ised great (indispensable, Lincoln declared in 1864)* strength to the 
Union effort; and (3) a Union policy of emancipation would bring enor- 
mous diplomatic advantage to Lincoln’s government throughout Europe 
(especially in vitally important Great Britain, as well as in France where 
Louis Napoleon had dreams of reestablishing a French-American em- 
pire). It would, in fact, make politically impossible pro-Confederate poli- 
cies among the Great Powers or in the Vatican. 

The first break in the wartime status of black people came in May 1861 
when Major-General Benjamin F. Butler, in Virginia, announced the “con- 
traband” policy. This was the term he employed in an order welcoming 
fugitive slaves into his lines, giving them employment, and, in effect, 
affirming their freedom.°® 

In August 1861, Congress passed what was known as the Confiscation 
Act. It provided that those masters whose slaves were used for military 
purposes hostile to the Union were to lose any claim to their labor or 
payment therefore, with enforcement to be made by federal courts. In 
this month, also, Congress adopted a resolution “releasing federal offi- 
cers” from enforcing the Fugitive Slave Law and explicitly authorizing 
Union commanders to receive and protect escaped slaves. Lincoln, in his 
message to Congress in December 1861, urged voluntary state eman- 
cipation, suggesting that in such cases the federal government might well 
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assist participating states with financial aid. He also recommended U.S. 
diplomatic recognition of Haiti and Liberia. 

The following year, 1862, saw a proliferation of acts tending toward a 
policy of emancipation, culminating in the issuance, as of 1 January 1863, 
of the final Emancipation Proclamation. In February, a law was enacted 
forbidding all U.S. army officers from returning fugitive slaves to their 
masters. In March, President Lincoln formally submitted to Congress 
his suggestion that it resolve to help any state that adopted a plan for 
gradual emancipation with compensation. Congress promptly so re- 
solved, but border-state representatives rejected the proposal. Never- 
theless, London sources reported to the White House that this effort had 
a positive impact upon British public opinion. 

On 10 April, Lincoln returned to his proposal of the preceding Decem- 
ber, favoring gradual emancipation by individual states, with compensa- 
tion to such states, but again the congressional delegations from the 
border states expressed opposition. Six days later a law was passed 
emancipating at once all slaves in the District of Columbia, with loyal 
slaveowners receiving $300 per slave. The law carned with it an appro- 
priation of $100,000 for the voluntary colonization of those black people 
who wished to leave the United States. 

Such proposals and efforts by government agencies in the past had 
always provoked expressions of disapproval from most Afro-Americans; 
they had never resulted in any appreciable migration. This proposal met 
with the same result. When Lincoln became aware of widespread oppo- 
sition to the latest colonization proposal, he took an unprecedented ac- 
tion: he invited a delegation of black people for an exchange of views on 
the question. Following this came mass meetings and published argu- 
ments from blacks rejecting the concept of colonization as flowing out of 
prejudice, as a hallmark of the slave system, as impractical, as immoral, 
and as contrary to the real interests of the United States. Rather than 
colonization, said an “Appeal from the Colored Men of Philadelphia”: “We 
believe that the world would be benefited by giving the four millions of 
slaves their freedom, and the lands now possessed by their masters. 
They have been amply compensated in our labor and the blood of our 
kinsmen.” 

On 19 June, Dred Scott was put to rest when a law was passed abol- 
ishing slavery, without compensation, in all the federal territories. Also 
in June, ministers were appointed to Haiti and Liberia. 

In July, perhaps inspired by the anniversary of the Declaration of In- 
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dependence, Congress authorized the president to “employ persons of 
African descent for the suppression of the rebellion, and organize and 
use them in such manner as he may judge best for the public welfare.” 
Although this did not specifically mention service as soldiers, the lan- 
guage certainly did not rule this out. The authorization was, in fact, the 
root of the policy that eventuated in over 180,000 black soldiers and 
some 25,000 black sailors as components of Lincoln’s army and navy. 

In July also, Congress provided for the education of black children in 
the District of Columbia, the equal administration of the law for black and 
white people in the district, and for the more effectual suppression by 
the federal government of the African slave trade. 

It was in July 1862 that Lincoln solicited the opinions of his cabinet 
members as to the wisdom of an emancipation announcement. The re- 
sponse was markedly cool; the least hostile suggested postponement 
until a notable military victory. Publicly, through the summer of 1862, 
Lincoln maintained his stance that the major purpose of the war was to 
preserve the Union, not alter the status of slaves. But in fact the argu- 
ment of Abolitionists, black and white, that saving the Union required 
emancipation (and that only a victorious Union would mean emancipation) 
became more and more persuasive as the war dragged on, casualties 
among whites mounted, and an absence of an emancipation policy em- 
barrassed U.S. ministers abroad and enhanced the efforts of Confederate 
emissaries. 

On 22 September 1862 was issued the Preliminary Emancipation Pro- 
clamation. Here the president took the nearly final step in transforming 
the war for the Union into a war for freedom, also. Still it gave the re- 
bellious states, and portions thereof—to which alone it applied—one 
hundred days to stop the fighting and rejoin the nation; if they had not 
done so at the end of that period, irrevocable emancipation would be 
announced. Now, too, as he had done several times previously, Lincoln 
reiterated his preference for gradual, compensated emancipation. 

Garrison had written and circulated a petition for emancipation that 
also called for compensating loyal owners. !” Black Abolitionists never put 
forth such proposals. Ralph Waldo Emerson on the announcement, 1 Jan- 
uary 1863, of the final proclamation, included this stanza in his “Boston 
Hymn”: 


Pay ransom to the owner, 
And fill the bag to the nm. 
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Who is the owner? The slave is the owner, 
And ever was. Pay him! 


The slave owners, however, remained adamant, and Lincoln issued 
his final Emancipation Proclamation. This act of confiscation was justified 
by Lincoln’s designating that the proclamation was issued “by virtue of 
the power in me vested as Commander-in-Chief of the Army and Navy 
of the United States in time of actual armed rebellion.” Lincoln here di- 
rected the armed forces of the United States to “maintain the freedom” 
of persons covered by the proclamation, and—contrary to the provision 
in the Constitution pledging the nation’s military might to suppressing 
insurrections when requested by states to do so—they here were or- 
dered to “do no act or acts to repress such persons, or any of them in 
any efforts they may make for their actual freedom.” The proclamation 
expressed the hope that the people now “declared to be free” would 
“abstain from all violence, unless in necessary self-defense” (italics 
added)—which was much like the position of Henry Highland Garnet and 
John Brown. 

Further, the freed people were urged, where possible, to “labor faith- 
fully for reasonable wages.” The proclamation added that persons freed 
by its provisions, if they were in “suitable condition,” would be welcomed 
into the army “to garrison forts, positions, stations, and other places” 
and into the navy for all forms of service. 

Although Lincoln closed by again citing “military necessity” as war- 
ranting the proclamation, he also announced that he “sincerely believed 
[it] to be an act of justice” for which he felt free to “invoke the considerate 
judgment of mankind and the gracious favor of Almighty God.” 

Lincoln’s invoking of “the considerate judgment of mankind” reflected 
no mere rhetorical turn. In the first place, he despised slavery and was 
delighted to be able to deal it a death blow; in the second place, he knew 
that vehement opposition to emancipation was by no means absent in the 
North. Illustrating this latter fact was the resolution adopted by the Illi- 
nois State Legislature, whose majority was Democratic. It called the pro- 
clamation “a gigantic usurpation,” which subverted the Union and 
constituted “a revolution in the social organization of the Southern 
States.” This description, while troubling these Confederate sympathiz- 
ers, accurately described the thrust of the proclamation. 

It is likely that the proclamation, altering the previously announced 
purpose of the war, as a war for the Union, into one for a Free Union, 
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provoked some public opposition in the North; certainly it was used to 
stimulate fearful antiblack—and antidraft—upnisings in several cities, no- 
tably New York and Detroit. But on the whole, its impact upon the war 
from a practical standpoint, let alone a moral one, was positive. By the 
end of 1862, public opinion in the North had been swung to a considerable 
degree to an antislavery, if not an Abolitionist, position. Figures like Phil- 
lips, Garrison, Stowe, and Douglass had become genuine mass leaders, 
listened to not by hundreds or thousands, as in the previous generation, 
but by millions. It certainly inspired the Afro-American population, free 
and slave, North and South; and it exerted indubitably a positive force 
upon mass public opinion abroad, not only in Europe, but also in Canada. 

The issuance of the proclamation was one of the great dramatic mo- 
ments in history, eagerly awaited and fervently prayed for by millions for 
generations. It was an electric moment for them and for their allies. It 
was, of course, one of the great blows struck for human freedom in all 
history; it was also, as Du Bois first saw, a historic watershed in the 
history of working people. Chattel slavery had been dealt a mortal blow: 
the dignity of all labor had been enhanced; a divisive force in the working 
class had been lessened; the Bourbon concept that slavery was the 
proper condition of workers in general had been repudiated; the popular, 
democratic, essence of the struggle—the “People’s War” feature, to 
quote Lincoln—had been vindicated. 

Two immediate results of the proclamation appeared: one was the in- 
tensification of the recruitment of blacks for the armed forces of the 
Union; another was a strong impulse toward further development of the 
revolutionary quality of the war both in terms of permanently eliminating 
slavery throughout the nation and improving the status and condition of 
the Afro-American population. 

When news of the proclamation reached the ears of the slaves, tens 
of thousands acted upon its promise and fled to Union forces. The tur- 
moil, the inevitable antislavery content of the war, and, climactically, the 
proclamation induced what W. E. B. Du Bois in his Black Reconstruction 
had referred to as a “mobile General Strike.” 

Black enlistments and recruitment efforts brought over 200,000 black 
men, with about the same number of black men and women serving the 
Union forces as fortification builders, draymen, pilots, nurses, cooks, and 
so on. Because, at first, black soldiers were paid significantly less than 
white enlisted men, some (the Fifty-fourth and Fifty-fifth Massachusetts 
Regiments) refused all pay. They stayed with this “work action,” until, 
finally, pay was at first equalized and then in the last months of the war 
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equalized retroactively to the date of enlistment. On land and sea, the 
black men acquitted themselves very well; testimony to this effect by 
white officers (there were almost no black officers) seems to have been 
unanimous. Although black fighters faced especially onerous conditions 
and duties—they usually were less well equipped, longer on the line, and 
treated, originally, as insurrectionists rather than war prisoners if taken 
in combat—they contributed decisively to the victory of Lincoln’s forces 
and therefore to the salvation of the Republic and their own liberation. 

Following the issuance of the Emancipation Proclamation, the Abob- 
tionist demanded (1) an immediate termination of slavery in the border 
states, wherein the proclamation did not apply; (2) the organization of a 
Freedmen’s Bureau to guard the rights and interests of the newly freed 
people; and (3) the provision, through federal legislation and administra- 
tion, of properly compensated labor to the freed people, of education for 
both adults and children, and of land to the tillers, to be either confiscated 
from or appropriated with compensation from the former major slave 
owners. Black groups and organizations emphasized in particular the land 
issue—for “he who owns the land owns the man”; the individuals like 
Sumner, Thaddeus Stevens, Wendell Phillips, Frederick Douglass, and 
Lydia Maria Child repeatedly stressed the basic significance of land dis- 
tribution. Douglass pioneered in emphasizing early on the black man’s 
need as well for three boxes—the ballot box, the jury box, and the car- 
tridge box——or the suffrage, a nonracist judicial system, and a nonracist 
militia system. Much of this did not come to pass—a matter central to 
the history of the Reconstruction Era. Nevertheless, these demands 
were part of the context within which were debated the Civil War amend- 
ments, especially the Thirteenth and the Fourteenth. 

Abolitionists played a decisive role, also, in fighting for and in some 
cases winning egalitarian victories in the North. Indeed, by 1860, as a 
result of strenuous agitation, black people enjoyed full political rights 
throughout New England, with the exception of Connecticut. The Abo- 
litionist objective as war came was spelled out in an 1861 speech by 
Susan B. Anthony, quoted by McPherson in his illuminating treatment of 
this subject: 


Let us open to the colored man all our schools, from the common District to the 
College. Let us admit him into all our mechanic shops, stores, offices, and lucra- 
tive business associations, to work side by side with his white brother; let him 
rent such pew in the church, and occupy such seat in the theatre, and public 
lecture room, as he pleases; let him be admitted to all our entertainments, both 
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public and private; let him share in all the accommodations of our hotels, stages, 
railroads and steamboats. . . . Extend to him all the nghts of citizenship. Let him 
vote and be voted for; let him sit upon the judge’s bench, and in the jurors’ box. 
. . . Let the North thus prove to the South, by her acts, that she fully recognizes 
the humanity of the black man.'! 


This program was widely and heroically attempted throughout the 
North, by black and white people, directly connected with and furthering 
Abolitionism. Before the 1870s some black men had been elected to pub- 
lic office, as in Massachusetts; jim crow transportation had been termi- 
nated in such cities as Philadelphia, New York, and San Francisco. Even 
in the matter of suffrage for black men, the 1860s saw important chal- 
lenges to racism. The predominant historical literature, including the 
work of V. Jacques Voegeli, Eugene H. Berwanger, James A. Rawley, 
and Phyllis F. Field, takes an opposite point of view and emphasizes the 
prevalence and persistence of racism. Certainly, in regard to suffrage for 
black men, the evidence shows racism. Yet there is also evidence of 
significant and growing rejection of racism, insofar as it was reflected in 
objecting to black male suffrage. In some cases a majority opinion favored 
their voting. In Minnesota in 1865 and 1867, the “yes” vote came to 45.2 
percent and 48.8 percent. In Wisconsin in 1865 the “yes” vote was 46 
percent; in Connecticut the same year, 44.6 percent; in Ohio in 1867, 
45.9 percent; in Missouri in 1868, 42.7 percent. In New York State, the 
affirmative vote in 1846 was 28 percent; in 1860, 36 percent; in 1869, 
47 percent. In Iowa and in Minnesota, in 1869, suffrage for black men 
was approved by over 56 percent in each state.” 


As the war moved toward its termination with spring’s approach in 1865, 
the exhilaration of the Union forces and people was high. There were 
many dramatic illustrations of the revolutionary potential unleashed by 
the war. Perhaps the most dramatic was black men fighting white men 
in the South, with the blessings of the federal government and paid by 
that government. Frederick Douglass, in his inspired editorial “Men of 
Color to Arms!” published in 2 March 1863, called on blacks to “smite 
with death the power that would bury the government and your liberty 
in the same grave.” 

The first Union troops to enter the Confederacy’s capital, Richmond, 
Virginia, were those of the Twenty-ninth Connecticut (Colored) Infantry; 
the date was 1 April 1865. White troops followed and within twenty-four 
hours the Confederate capital was secured. On 3 April President Lincoln 
entered the city. A member of the Twenty-ninth recorded the scene: 
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When the President landed there was no carriage near, neither did he wait for 
one, but leading his son, they walked over a mile to Gen’l. Weitzel’s headquarters 
at Jeff Davis’ mansion, a colored man acting as guide. . . . What a spectacle! . . . 
As the President passed along the street the colored people waved their hand- 
kerchiefs, hats and bonnets, and expressed their gratitude by shouting repeat- 


edly, “Thank God for his goodness; we have seen his salvation.” . . . [A black 
woman] threw her bonnet in the air, screaming with all her might, “thank you, 
Master Lincoln.” . . . He came not with bitterness in his heart, but with the olive 


leaf of kindness, a friend to elevate sorrow and suffering, and to rebuild what had 
been destroyed. 4 


A young woman named Charlotte Forten wrote a letter from St. Hel- 
ena’s Island, South Carolina, 20 November 1862. The area had been 
taken by Union forces led by the pro-Abolitionist Gen. Rufus Saxton. 
Black men had already formed part of his forces; others were working 
their own land. Education was now a central hunger and young women— 
black and white—had come south to answer the need. One such was 
Forten, a staunch Abolitionist and black granddaughter of James Forten 
of Philadelphia, one of the founders of the antislavery movement. She 
was rowed to St. Helena’s “from Beaufort by a crew of negro boatmen. 
. .. they sung for us several of their own beautiful songs. There is a 
peculiar wildness and solemnity about them which cannot be described, 
and the people accompanying the singing with a singular swaying of the 
body, which seems to make it more effective.” 

She could hardly believe she was in South Carolina, but there she was: 
“We were in a very excited, jubilant state of mind, and sang the John 
Brown song with spirit, as we drove through the pines and palmettos. 
Ah! it was good to be able to sing that here, in the very heart of Rebel- 
dom!” Forten wished “some one would write a little Christmas hymn for 
our children to sing. I want to have a kind of festival for them on Christ- 
mas... . The children have just learned the John Brown song, and next 
week they are going to learn the song of the ‘Negro Boatman.’”® 

Charleston itself had been entered on 21 February 1865 by the black 
Fifty-fifth Massachusetts Infantry. They entered singing “John Brown’s 
Body,” and a commander of one of its companies was Lt. George Thomp- 
son Garrison—son of the Liberator. Meanwhile, Gen. Robert E. Lee’s 
estate at Arlington, Virginia, had become a freedman’s village, and among 
its streets were two named Garrison and Lovejoy. Former president 
John Tyler’s Virginia home was serving as a school for black children, as 
was the home of Gov. Henry A. Wise—the man who had seen to the 
hanging of John Brown. In that latter school one of John Brown’s daugh- 
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ters was the teacher; she had adorned the classroom’s wall with her 
father’s picture. And a son of Frederick Douglass was teaching a school 
for black children in Maryland, not far from the place his father had fled 
as a slave. © 

After the Fifty-fifth Massachusetts Infantry entered Charleston, the 
steps of the slave auction market were removed and shipped to Boston 
and then to Lowell. In March, at both cities, Garrison mounted these 
stairs and, standing on the auction block, made speeches hailing eman- 
cipation. Of the event at Lowell, on 15 March 1865, he wrote that on 
mounting the block, he “was greeted with the strongest demonstrations 
of applause, prolonged and repeated, as though there were to be no end 
to them.” Garrison concluded: “What a revolution!”!” 

But the ultimate symbol of a world turned upside down, of the revo- 
lution that was the Civil War, came in April 1865—just four years after 
Capt. Robert Anderson had been forced to surrender Fort Sumter to the 
Confederacy and the flag of the United States gave way to the Stars and 
Bars. On 14 April 1865, the Union flag was to be raised over the fort. 
Ten days earlier Garrison had received a telegram from Secretary of War 
Stanton inviting him to be present as the guest of the government on 
that occasion. A similar invitation went to George Thompson, the fiery 
British Abolitionist who had been obliged to flee the United States thirty 
years before because of threats to his life. Robert Anderson, now a ma- 
jor-general, was to raise the flag and the orator of the day was to be the 
Reverend Henry Ward Beecher. 

Stanton himself and other dignitaries joined the party and Lt. George 
T. Garrison was given leave to join his father. On a steamer provided by 
the government the party proceeded from New York City to the fort and 
all went well at the ceremony. Adding to the force of the occasion was 
the news that reached the party: Lee had surrendered to Grant. The 
celebrants were joined by Robert Smalls, former slave who had taken a 
Confederate steamer, the Planter, through the Confederate guards at 
Charleston and delivered it to the blockading U.S. Navy two years ear- 
lier. He now arrived on the ship—as Capt. Robert Smalls. Aboard, cap- 
ping the event, were about 2,500 recently emancipated slaves. 

On 15 April—the day Lincoln died, an event then unknown to Garrison 
and the others—Garrison spoke briefly at Caihoun’s tomb and then, at 
some length, at Zion’s Church, before a vast assemblage of black and 
white people. The orator of the day, however, was Samuel Dickerson, a 
former slave, who, with his two young daughters at his side, thanked 
Garrison and his comrades for their labors. Pointing to the girls, Dick- 
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erson said that a short time before they were not his. But “now, sir, 
through your labors and those of your noble coadjutors, they are mine, 
and no man can take them from me.” He concluded by pointing to the 
bouquets held by the youngsters: “Accept these flowers as the token of 
our gratitude and love, and take them with you to your home, and keep 
them as a simple offering from those for whom you have done so much.”"® 
Although Robert Smalls, Samuel Dickerson, and thousands of former 
slaves were among those on the vessel chartered by the government 
and on an accompanying vessel chartered by Henry Ward Beecher’s 
Brooklyn church, not one of the dignitaries was black. How splendid it 
would have been if Frederick Douglass and Harriet Tubman and Robert 
Purvis, for example, had been among the visiting dignitaries. That none 
was present hinted at the poison that remained and was later to help 
vitiate so much of the revolutionary content of the Civil War. 
Symptomatic, too, was the fact that it took organized and public pro- 
test by the Afro-American people of New York City to obtain permission 
for black people to be officially represented among those in the funeral 
procession of Abraham Lincoln. The City Council voted to have an all- 
white procession; only demands from black citizens, made public in a 
letter to the New York Evening Post, 24 April 1865, signed by J. Sella 
Martin, led Charles A. Dana, assistant secretary of war, to order General 
Dix, who was in command, to rectify the racism of the council. As a 
result, the procession of 25 April found two thousand black people 
marching at the rear of the procession behind the Emancipator’s coffin. ! 


Slavery had been dealt devastating blows with the final Emancipation 
Proclamation and the flight from bondage of thousands of slaves. Then 
late in 1864 and early in 1865 Maryland and Missouri abolished slavery 
immediately and without compensation. But the culminating event was 
the passage, on 31 January 1865, of the Thirteenth Amendment by the 
necessary two-thirds vote of the House of Representatives. 

Appropriate mass meetings heralding the passage were widely held in 
the North. At one such, in Boston on 4 February, Garrison was the 
featured speaker. Hailing the event with exultant enthusiasm, Garrison 
declared it had “constitutionalized” the Declaration of Independence; it 
had made that revolutionary manifesto “the supreme law of the land,” its 
purpose being, he said, “the protection of the rights and liberties of all 
who dwell in the American soil.” 

On the face of it, the “protection of the rights and liberties” of all in 
the United States was the meaning of the Thirteenth Amendment, rati- 
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fied by twenty-seven states, including eight of those that had been part 
of the Confederacy. The date of ratification was 6 December 1865. Its 
text was brief, unambiguous, unequivocal: “Neither slavery nor invol- 
untary servitude, except as a punishment for crime whereof the party 
shall have been duly convicted, shall exist within the United States, or 
any place subject to their jurisdiction.” This language was a vindication 
of the arguments of leading Abolitionists—like Theodore D. Weld, 
Lysander Spooner, William Goodell, and others—who had held that slav- 
ery had no legal existence in the United States since those held therein 
had never been charged or convicted of any crime and therefore were 
being denied their freedom—a “natural right” of all human beings—with- 
out due process of law. That argument was so well known to those who 
drafted the Thirteenth Amendment that it challenges credulity to believe 
there was no relationship between the two. 

With the passage of the amendment, what then was the legal condition 
of the Afro-American freed people? That condition could be nothing other 
than citizenship. One draws this conclusion the more readily when re- 
calling that the attorney general of the United States, Edward Bates, 
affirmed in November 1862 that free persons of color were citizens of 
the United States—thus contradicting Taney’s opinion in Dred Scott. Fur- 
ther, the act establishing the Freedmen’s Bureau on 3 March 1865 stated 
in its Section 4 that authority was herewith given to “set apart” aban- 
doned land in the insurrectionary states, title to which was obtained by 
the United States, to a total of “not more than forty acres, to every male 
citizen, whether [loyal] refugee or freedman” (italics added). 

Prior to the coming into force of the Thirteenth Amendment, several 
southern states—under Johnsonian restoration—had passed so-called 
Black Codes that went as far as ingenuity allowed to reinstate involuntary 
servitude without quite instituting chattel slavery. These codes, such as 
those of Mississippi and Louisiana, instituted peonage for the black pop- 
ulation.”! Given these as instructive illustrations of what might replace 
slavery, the Thirteenth Amendment outlawed both slavery and involun- 
tary servitude. And for the first time in an amendment, this one carried 
a second section that states that “Congress shall have power to enforce 
this article by appropriate legislation.” 

In the face, however, of President Johnson’s hostility, the existence of 
Black Codes and the reality of the terror practiced against blacks (and 
anti-Confederate whites), the Congress found it necessary to pass the 
Civil Rights Act. This first was adopted by both Houses on 13 March 
1866, but it was vetoed by Johnson two weeks later. It was then passed 
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over the veto on 9 April 1866. The act described itself as one meant “to 
protect all persons in the United States [not subject to a foreign power 
and excluding “Indians not taxed”) in their civil rights”; it also provided 
penalties of fine and imprisonment for violation of its provisions. 

It explicitly affirmed the citizenship of the former slaves and added that 
they were to possess every nght “enjoyed by white citizens” and that 
this was to prevail despite “any law, statute, ordinance, regulation, or 
custom, to the contrary notwithstanding.” In the punishment section of 
the law, this formula is repeated, and guilt is affirmed if any person “un- 
der color of any law, statute, ordinance, regulation or custom” shall de- 
prive any one of the nghts specified in the first section. This act also 
specifically prohibited any distinction in terms of “punishment, pains, or 
penalties” because of race or color or previous condition of slavery or 
involuntary servitude The inclusion of the word custom indicated that 
the Congress that passed the 1866 Civil Rights Act was aiming at the 
elimination of racist discrimination not only by a state but also by any 
group or body or individual who, because of custom, practiced such 
discrimination. 

The context of the passage of the Thirteenth Amendment and of the 
Civil Rights Act is fundamental in comprehending the purposes of the 
Fourteenth Amendment, passed by Congress slightly more than two 
months after the Civil Rights Act had been approved over the president’s 
veto. Two years passed before this transforming amendment was ratified 
by the requisite number of states. Of course, in becoming part of the 
Constitution, the Fourteenth Amendment supplemented—it did not in- 
validate—the earlier Civil Rights Act. The latter act was aimed at bene- 
fiting the former slaves and preventing “any person” from infringing on 
those benefits. The Fourteenth Amendment is directed at states, not 
persons as such, because its immediate roots were the Black Codes of 
several states and other discriminatory acts and practices of states. 
Hence the amendment prohibits states from making or enforcing “any 
law which shall abridge the privileges or immunities of citizens of the 
United States”; nor may a state “deprive any person of life, liberty, or 
property, without due process of law; nor deny to any person within its 
jurisdiction the equal protection of the law.” 

The second section of this amendment provided for the reduction of 
congressional representation to any state in proportion to which such 
state denied suffrage to any (noncriminal) male citizens of twenty-one 
years of age or older, thus seeking to void the three-fifths representation 
provision of the original Constitution which had decisively favored the 
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political fortunes of the slave-owning class. Unfortunately, this section 
seemed to convey the notion of expecting such disenfranchisement and 
punishing it in a somewhat abstract manner—made all the worse since 
in practice even such penalty was not incurred. 

The Fifteenth Amendment, passed by Congress in February 1869 and 
ratified in twelve months, attempted to remedy this defect of the Four- 
teenth by simply directing that no citizen’s right to vote was to be denied 
or abridged by the United States or by any state “on account of race, 
color, or previous condition of servitude.” Alas, by about 1875, this again 
was substantially nonenforced and remained so for ninety years. 

This amendment says nothing of voting being confined to males, and 
the leaders of the nsing women’s rights movement, pointing to this, tried 
to assert their nght to vote. That suffrage, however, was to wait until 
ratification in August 1920 of the Nineteenth Amendment. But even then, 
although it enfranchised women, black women in the South remained 
disenfranchised in practice for another forty-five years. 

Before turning to a brief elucidation of the antislavery sources of the 
Fourteenth Amendment and its intention to federalize the Bill of Rights 
so far as states were concerned, special note is to be taken of Section 4 
of that amendment. Here, claims based on debts accumulated by and for 
the Confederacy are repudiated; such creditors found their investments, 
in fact, simply wiped out. But quite extraordinary was the clause in this 
section that followed the repudiation of such indebtedness. This declared 
that the U.S. government would not honor “any claim for the loss or 
emancipation of any slave.” On the contrary, said this amendment, “all 
such debts, obligations, and claims shall be held illegal and void.” 

Thus was confiscated—without compensation—a very substantial 
amount of privately held property, including such property held by mas- 
ters who had not been disloyal to the Union. This confiscatory act was 
revolutionary and may yet, in the future, serve as a precedent for other 
confiscatory acts should other forms of private property be found to be, 
by future generations, anachronistic or regressive or socially harmful. 


There has been considerable debate as to whether or not the Fourteenth 
Amendment was meant, by its creators, to extend suffrage to adult black 
men, including those recently freed, and whether or not it meant to fed- 
eralize the first eight amendments to the Constitution. The main negative 
position, recently affirmed, was that offered by Raoul Berger of Harvard 
in his 1977 book, Government by Judiciary: The Transformation of the 
Fourteenth Amendment.” The reviews of this book were generally criti- 
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cal, sometimes intensely so. It is not necessary, here, to repeat the 
critical evaluation of the Berger thesis, but none of the critics has pointed 
out a salient distortion in quotation that was basic to Berger’s argument. 
This occurs where Berger calls as his witness Horace E. Flack, whose 
study of The Adoption of the Fourteenth Amendment (Baltimore: Johns 
Hopkins University Press, 1908) retains its classical quality. Berger 
wrote: 


Flack’s canvass of “speeches concerning the popular discussion of the XIV 
Amendment” led him to conclude: “The general opinion held in the North... 
was that the Amendment embodied the Civil Rights Act. . . . There does not 
seem to have been any statement at all as to whether the first eight Amendments 
were to be made applicable to the States or not, whether the privileges guaran- 
teed by those Amendments were to be considered as privileges secured by the 
Amendment.” 


But here is the actual statement by Flack, with the words omitted by 
Berger in italics: 


The general opinion held in the North . . . was that the Amendment embodied 
the Civil Rights Bill and gave Congress the power to secure the privileges of citizens 
of the United States. There does not seem to have been any statement at all as 
to whether the first eight Amendments were to be made applicable to the States 
or not, whether the privileges guaranteed by those Amendments were to be 
considered as privileges secured by the Amendment, but it may be inferred that 
this was recognized to be the logical result by those who thought that the freedom of 
speech and of the press as well as due process of law, including a jury trial, were 
secured by it.” 


Not only has Berger emasculated the quotation from Flack, but he has 
misrepresented Flack’s conclusions which actually were the opposite of 
his own. Thus Flack showed that the Civil Rights bills of late 1865 and 
1866 meant to include the Bill of Rights within the states (p. 17), and he 
concluded that Section 1 of the Fourteenth Amendment incorporated the 
Bill of Rights (p. 54). Further he quoted Sen. John A. Bingham, the main 
author of that section, as declaring, “It meant nothing less than the con- 
ferring upon Congress the power to enforce, in every State of the Union, 
the Bill of Rights as found in the first eight Amendments” (p. 57). In fact, 
Flack concludes in very explicit language that Congress “had the follow- 
ing objects and motives in view for submitting the first section of the XIV 
Amendment to the States for ratification: (1) To make the Bill of Rights 
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(first eight Amendments) binding upon, or applicable to, the States; (2) 
To give validity to the Civil Rights Bill; (3) To declare who were citizens 
of the United States” (p. 94). 

In addition to misrepresentation on the question of the Fourteenth 
Amendment and the Bill of Rights, Berger is wrong when he affirms that 
“the proof is all but incontrovertible that the framers meant to leave con- 
trol of suffrage with the States, which had always exercised such control, 
and to exclude federal intrusion” (p. 7). On the contrary, Flack makes 
clear that to congressmen Bingham of Ohio, George Boutwell of Mas- 
sachusetts, Thaddeus Stevens of Pennsylvania, Jacob H. Howard of 
Michigan, and William P. Fessenden of Maine, that is, “to those most 
influential in framing the Fourteenth Amendment, negro voters seemed 
the prime objective” (p. 186). Again, Flack concludes his study with this 
unequivocal passage: “whatever rights were guaranteed against federal 
interference by the national Bill of Rights were now to be guaranteed by 
the Fourteenth Amendment against state action,” but, he adds, truly, 
this did not rule out segregation (p. 201). 

On the latter point, even the Fifteenth Amendment specifically affirm- 
ing that race, color, and previous enslavement could not be grounds for 
disenfranchisement—was defective and was known to be defective by 
some of those who passed it. Thus, one of its leading sponsors, Oliver 
P. Morton of Indiana, warned in 1869 that black men, even with the 
Fifteenth Amendment, “may be disfranchised [by southern states] for 
want of education or for want of intelligence. . . . They [the states] may, 
perhaps, require property or educational tests, and that would cut off the 
great majority of colored men from voting in those States, and thus this 
amendment would be practically defeated in all those States where the 
great body of colored people live.”*? Within a few years, and with the 
cooperation of the U.S. Supreme Court, this came to pass; a century of 
struggle would be required to undo this betrayal of democracy. 


The failure to fully confront racism and the practices of segregation and 
discrimination was projected by the lily-white delegation at the raising of 
the flag at Fort Sumter and the original exclusion of Afro-Americans from 
the procession of Lincoln’s funeral. It appeared also even within the 
American Anti-Slavery Society in the contest between those who, in 
1865, wanted the society continued and those who wanted it terminated. 
Garrison and Edmund Quincy led the latter group; Phillips and Douglass 
the former. Indeed, it is noteworthy that the left as represented by Phil- 
lips and Parker Pillsbury, and the black people as represented by Doug- 
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lass, and most of the women members, like Lydia Maria Child, Lucretia 
Mott, and Abby Kelley Foster, wanted the society to continue. 

In formal terms the argument revolved between those who insisted 
that the essential purpose of the Anti-Slavery Society was accomplished 
with the abolition of the institution and those who pointed out that the 
original constitution of the society affirmed its purposes to be not only 
the ending of slavery but also a commitment to combat racism and to 
strive to improve the conditions of the free black population. The Phillips- 
Douglass wing did not deny, of course, the primacy of the antislavery 
struggle, but it warned that racism persisted and that its excision was 
required to assure an egalitarian and democratic society. This effort was 
now as vital as had been that against slavery. 

In the immediate contest within the society the Phillips-Douglass wing 
received a majority of the votes. It offered the presidency, again, to 
Garrison, but he rejected it, reiterating his view that the society’s work 
was done. The society, with Phillips as president, continued for another 
five years, but the Garrisonian withdrawal and the position that evoked 
that withdrawal sapped it of strength. Its formal demise in 1870 had little 
practical impact. *4 

Reconstruction was betrayed and a long period of virulent racism dom- 
inated the United States. Always, of course, it met with resistance, but 
it required another century before legal equality became a fact. How long 
it will be before actual equality brightens the Republic is problematic. Yet 
this struggle is on today’s agenda. That reality testifies to the profound 
success of the Abolitionist movement. It pioneered in the transformation 
of this nation from the paradox of a slaveholding Republic to one free of 
that abomination. Salutary work was left for the ensuing generations. 
Some was accomplished, but much more remains to be done. We must 
still create a democracy and undo a racist society that labels itself “dem- 
ocratic.” The dedication, courage, and efficacy of the Abolitionist move- 
ment of the nineteenth century helped inspire equally noteworthy efforts 
in the twentieth century and will help inspire those in the decades to 
come. 
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Antislavery Thought,” Mississippi Valley Historical Review 49 (1962): 209-30, 
contains seventy-two extended footnotes that serve as a good bibliographical 
source for the period from the middle of the eighteenth century to 1830. 

Don E. Fehrenbacher’s The Dred Scott Case: Its Significance in American Law 
and Politics (New York: Oxford University Press, 1979), reflects the author’s 
conviction that the case “studied in breadth and depth . . . becomes a point of 
illumination, casting light upon more than a century of American history” (p. 7). 
The book contains a section of notes (pp. 597-723) which is a very full guide to 
political and, especially, legal history involving slavery in the United States. 


Collections of Contemporaneous Documents 


Pioneering in documentary work in Afro-American history—as in that subject 
as a whole—was Carter G. Woodson. Two of the many books he produced are 
especially pertinent: Negro Orators and Their Orations (Washington, D.C.: As- 
sociated Publishers, 1925), and The Mind of the Negro as Revealed in Letters 
Written during the Crisis (Washington, D.C.: Associated Publishers, 1926). 

I spent about seven years searching archives, newspapers, and other original 
sources for the first volume of my A Documentary History of the Negro People in 
the United States (New York: Citadel Press, 1951); much of it deals directly with 
the antislavery movement. Devoted entirely to that movement is And Why Not 
Every Man? The Documentary Story of the Fight against Slavery in the United 
States (New York: International Publishers, 1970). 

There are several good collections of writings by Abolitionists; all make excit- 
ing reading. Among these are two edited by Louis Ruchames: The A bolitionists: 
A Collection of Their Writings (New York: G. P. Putnam's Sons, 1963) and Racial 
Thought in America: From the Puritans to Abraham Lincoln (Amherst: Univer- 
sity of Massachusetts Press, 1969). Note also Ruchames’s John Brown: The 
Making of a Revolutionary (New York: Grosset & Dunlap, 1969). The last title 
calls to mind Benjamin Quarles, ed., Blacks on John Brown (Urbana: University 
of Illinois Press, 1972) with contemporary accounts on pages 3-44. Important is 
William H. Pease and Jane H. Pease, eds., The Anti-Slavery Argument (Indian- 
apolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1965). Note also Donald G. Mathews, ed., Agitation for 
Freedom: The Abolitionist Movement (New York: Wiley, 1972). 

Special attention must be called to Garrison’s Liberator which was published 
each week from the beginning of 1831 to the close of 1865. Many maior libraries 
have bound volumes of the complete run. There is no more single illuminating 
source of the movement than this newspaper; it also remains a vibrant periodical 
that holds the reader. 

The wnitings of black women during the epoch of enslavement make up the 
first 258 pages of the fascinating book edited by Dorothy Sterling, We Are Your 
Sisters: Black Women in the Nineteenth Century (New York: Norton, 1984). 
Broader in coverage but equally exciting, with much of it directly relevant to 
Abolitionism, is Gerda Lerner, ed., Black Women in White America: A Docu- 


Bibliographic Essay 185 


mentary History (New York: Pantheon, 1972), esp. pp. 47-72. Supplementing 
Lerner’s book is that edited by Bert J. Loewenberg and Ruth Bogin, Black 
Women in Nineteenth Century Life (University Park: Pennsylvania State Univer- 
sity Press, 1976), esp. pp. 181-280. 

The letters and other writings of several leading Abolitionists have been pub- 
lished; these constitute an invaluable source and, again, are stimulating, some- 
times inspiring. Good collections include Gilbert H. Barnes and Dwight Lowell 
Dumond, eds., The Letters of Theodore Dwight Weld, Angelina Grmké Weld and 
Sarah Grimké, 1822-1844, 2 vols. (New York: D. Appleton Century, 1934); and 
D. L. Dumond, ed., Letters of James Gillespie Birney, 1831-1857, 2 vols. (New 
York: D. Appleton Century, 1938). 

Milton Meltzer, Patricia G. Holland, and Francine Krason edited Lydia Mana 
Child: Selected Letters, 1817-1880 (Amherst: University of Massachusetts 
Press, 1982). The nearly six hundred pages of this book are a mine of 
information. 

The Letters of William Lloyd Garrison, edited alternately by Walter M. Merrill 
and Louis Ruchames, 5 vols. (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1971-75) 
is an indispensable work. Supplementing it are the four volumes produced by his 
sons, Wendell Phillips Garrison and Francis Jackson Garrison, William Lloyd 
Garrison, 1805-1879 (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1894). 

The three volumes (available as of this writing) of John W. Blassingame, ed., 
The Frederick Douglass Papers (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1979-85) 
constitute a basic resource. Not to be overlooked, however, are the four volumes 
produced by Philip S. Foner on the Life and Writings of Frederick Douglass (New 
York: International Publishers, 1951); this effort, while containing some errors 
noted in Blassingame, remains very helpful and is a tribute to its indefatigable 
producer. 

Badly needed is a modern full collection of the letters, speeches, and papers 
of the indomitable Wendell Phillips. Available are two volumes collecting some of 
them (Boston, 1891). 


Essays by Historians 


Collections of essays on Abolitionism by historians include Hugh Hawkins, ed., 
The Abolitionists: Immediatism and the Question of Means (Boston: D. C. Heath, 
1964); Richard O. Curry, ed., The Abolitionists: Reformers or Fanatics? (New 
York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1965); Martin Duberman, ed., The Antislavery 
Vanguard (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1965); John H. Bracey, 
Jr., August Meier, and Elliott Rudwick, eds., Blacks in the Abolitionist Movement 
(Belmont, Calif.: Wadsworth Publishing Co., 1971); and Robert H. Abzug and 
Stephen E. Maizlish, eds., New Perspectives on Race and Slavery in America: 
Essays in Honor of Kenneth M. Stampp (Lexington: University Press of Ken- 
tucky, 1986). 














Index 


Ableman v. Booth (1859), 128 

Adams Express Co., 73, 113 

Adams, John, 1 

Adams, John Quincy, xv, 9-12, 24, 106, 
107 

Adoption of the Fifteenth Amendment 
(Flack), 159-60 

Africa, 74, 85, 106 

African Methodist Episcopal Church, 62 

Alabama, 2, 4, 6, 24, 40, 102, 105 

Albany, N.Y., 70, 81, 110 

Alcott, Bronson, 71-72, 136 

Alcott, Louisa May, 137 

Akron, O., 84 

Allan, William T., 2 

Allegheny Mountains, 125, 133 

Allen, Richard, 62 

Allen, William, 95 

Alton, Il., 47, 106 

American and Foreign Anti-Slavery 
Society, 54, 87 

American Anti-Slavery Society, xii, 2, 3, 
48, 52, 54, 57, 62, 66, 67, 87, 104, 
105, 112, 127, 160 

American Committee for Promoting 
Abolition of Slavery, 3 

American Home Missionary Society, 5 

American Negro Slave Revolts (H. 
Aptheker), 75 

American Revolution, 74 

American Society for the Promotion of 
Temperance, 5 

Amherst College, 54, 94 


186 


Amistad, mutiny aboard, 106 

Anderson, Osborne P., 133 

Anderson, Robert, 154 

Andover Seminary, 94, 110 

Anglo-African (a magazine), 85 

Anthony, Susan B., 79, 81, 83, 92, 151- 
52 

Antigua, 76 

Anti-racism, 4, 51, 64, 67-69, 72-73, 
82, 83, 84, 85, 92, 151-52, 161 

Anti-Semitism, 69 

Anti-Slavery Bugle (a newspaper), 55, 
82, 106 

Apbeal in Favor of that Class of 
Amenicans Called Africans (Child), 68, 
82 

Appeal to the Colored Citizens of the 
World (Walker), 98-99 

Aptheker, Bettina, 76-77 

Arkansas, 6, 72 

Asia, 74 

auction, slave, 61 

Augusta, Ga., 98 

Augusta, John, 70 

Austin State Times (a newspaper), 38-39 

Autobiography (Douglass), 14 

Avis, John, 138-39 


Bahamas, 27, 72, 107, 111 
Bailey, Gamaliel, 106 
Baldwin, Henry, 11 
Ballard, John, 120 

Ballou, Adin, 32, 94 


Index 


Baltimore, Md., 3, 37, 39, 70, 100, 108, 
110, 111, 141 

Baltimore Sun (a newspaper), 140, 141 

Baptists, 4 

Barbados, 76 

Barrow, David, 1 

Bates, Edwin, 156 

Bayard, James A., 112 

bazaars, anti-slavery, 51, 91 

Beardsley, Samuel, 48 

Beaumont, Gustav de, 67 

Beecher, Catharine, 68, 89 

Beecher, Henry Ward, 89, 154 

Beecher, Lyman, 89 

Bennett, James Gordon, 47-49 

Benson, George W., 55 

Benson, Henry G., 52, 55 

Berger, Raoul, 158-60, 181-82n22 

Berlin, Ira, 107-8, 141 

Berwanger, E. H., 152 

Bessick, Thomas, 70 

Bill of Rights, 85, 158-60 

Bingham, John A., 159, 160 

Birmingham, England, 16, 82 

Birney, James G., 48, 53, 56, 70, 106 

Bishop, Antoinette, 79 

Blackburn, Gideon, 2 

Black Codes, 156 

Blackett, R. J. M., 42-43 

Black Reconstruction (Du Bois), 150 

Blackwell, Henry, 80 

Blackwell, Lucy Stone. See Stone, Lucy 

Bond, Samuel, 70 

Book and Slavery Irreconcilable, The 
(Bourne), 2, 68 

Booth, John Wilkes, 139 

Booth, Sherman M., 128 

Boston, 16, 33, 47, 49, 55, 62, 64, 70, 
73, 82, 84, 98, 99, 100, 114, 118, 136, 
154, 155 

Boston Female Anti-Slavery Society, 52, 
90, 94 

Bourne, George, 2, 68 

Boutwell, George, 160 

Bowditch, Henry J., 94 

Bowdoin, Me., 63 

Boyer, Henry, 109 

Braddock, James P., 120 


187 


Branch, Julia, 78-79 

Breckinridge, John, 18 

Brice, Nicholas, 100 

Brief and Candid Answer (Saffin), 18 

Bristol County Anti-Slavery Society, 45 

British West Indies, 13, 18, 27, 69, 74, 
76 

Bronson, Asa, 45 

Brooklyn Eagle (newspaper), 45 

Brooklyn, N.Y., 62, 133, 155 

Brown, Anne, 135 

Brown, Antoinette, 79 

Brown, Henry (“Box”), 73, 113 | 

Brown, John, xi, xvi, 17, 106, 116, 122, | 
123-42, 144, 149, 153, 179n16 

Brown, John L., 109 

Brown, Martha, 135 

Brown, Mary, 123, 138-39 

Brown, Oliver, 135 

Brown, Thomas, 114-15 

Brown, William Wells, 55 

Bryant, William Cullen, 137 

Buchanan, James, 26, 30, 130 

Buffalo, N.Y., 65, 127 

Buffum, Arnold, 56 

Burns, Anthony, 114, 118, 119 

Burr, James E., 108 

Burris, Samuel D., 70 

Burritt, Elihu, 99 

Burritt, Elijah, 99 

Bushnell, Simon N., 129 

Butler, Benjamin, 146 








Cadre-training school, 53-54 

Calhoun, John C., xvi, 9-10, 19-29, 31, 
38, 103, 154 

Campbell, Alexander, 2 

Canada, 28, 63, 70, 72, 128, 150 

Canadaigua, N.Y., 17 

capitalism, 75 | 

Capitalism and Slavery (Williams), 74 

Carman, Joshua, 2 

Carsel, Wilfred, 29 

Carter, Landon, 60 

Carter, Robert, 60 

Centre College, 113 

Chambersburg, Pa., 133 

Chandler, Elizabeth, 82, 83, 174n11 








188 


Chapel Hill, N.C., 99 

Chaplin, William L., 117 

Chapman, Maria Weston, 35, 53, 66, 82, 
91, 94, 112 

Charleston, S.C., 24, 30, 47, 59, 95, 99, 
103, 154 

Charlestown, Va., 135 

Chartist Movement, 43 

Chase, Samuel P., 106, 121 

Chernishevsky, Nikolai, 137 

Chicago, 49, 73 

Chicago Times (a newspaper), 49 

Child, Lydia Maria, xi, xv, 32-33, 35-36, 
46, 55, 68, 82, 91, 92, 114, 137, 151, 
167, 163-64n7 

Choate, Rufus Jr., 49 

Christiana, Pa., 118 

Cincinnati, 47, 48, 54, 68, 70, 83, 103 

Cincinnati Ladies Anti-Slavery Circle, 93 

Cinque (slave rebel), 106 

citizenship of Afro-American, 156, 157, 
159 

civil liberties, xvi, xviii, 25, 105 

Civil Rights Act (1866), 156-57, 159 

Civil War, 32, 98, 143-62 

Clapp, Henry, 79 

Clapperton, Hugh, 85 

Clay, Henry, 19, 25 

Cleveland, O., 84, 130 

Coffin, Joshua, 2, 62, 70, 94 

Cole, Thomas, 62 

Coles, Edward, 2 

Coles, Lester B., 117 

Collins, John A., 32 

colonialism, 20, 28 

colonization (of Afro-Americans), 82, 89, 
98, 147 

Columbia, Pa., 70 

Columbia, $.C., 117 

Colton, Calvin, 19 

Concord, Mass., 72, 140 

Confederacy, 31, 33, 141, 145, 146, 148 

Confiscation Act, 146 

confiscation of property, 158 

Connecticut, 32, 101, 102, 151, 152 

Considerations on Negro Slavery 
(McDonnell), 18 


Abolttionism 


Constitution, U.S., xvii, 8, 10, 12, 13, 
21, 74, 120, 146, 149, 158 

Conway, Moncure, 143 

Copeland, John A., 130, 140 

Cornutt, John, 117 

Covey, slave-breaker, 61 

Craft, Ellen, 72, 83 

Craft, William, 72-73 

Crandall, Prudence, 83, 101-2 

Crandall, Reuben, 104 

Crawford, William, 114 

Crittenden, John J., 109 

Cuba, 76, 106 

Curti, Merle, 99 

Curtis, William, 120 


Daily Dispatch (a Richmond newspaper), 
117-18 

Dana, Charles A., 155 

Danders, Jacob, 95 

Davis, David Brion, xi, 4-5, 58, 74, 75 

Davis, Jefferson, xvi, 29, 92 

Davis, Paulina, 79 

Day, William H., 112 

De Baptist, George, 70 

Declaration of Independence, 21, 26, 50, 
52, 91, 107, 110, 147-48 

Delany, Martin R., 70, 123 

Delaware, 112 

Demerara, 76 

Democratic Party, 149 

Denham, Dixon, 84 

Detroit, 73, 150 

Deutsche Zeitung (a newspaper), 39 

Dickenson, Anna, 83 

Dickerson, Samuel, 154-55 

Dillon, Merton, 56, 67, 163n4 

discrimination, racist, 64 

District of Columbia, 21, 26, 50, 52, 91, 
107, 110, 147, 148 

Dix, John A., 155, 167n4 

Doak, Samuel, 2 

Dominica, 76 

Douai, Adolph, 38, 39 

Douglas, Margaret, 117 

Douglas, Stephen, 31 


Index 189 


Douglass, Frederick, xi, xv, xvi, 15, 17, 
32, 33, 35, 43, 55, 61, 63, 66-67, 70, 
80, 84, 85, 87, 93, 119, 123, 125-27, 
133-34, 140-41, 144, 150, 151, 152, 
154, 155, 160-61, 177n18 

Doyle, Patrick, 112-13, 115 

Drayton, Daniel, 110-11 

Dred Scott case, 23, 30, 120, 128, 147, 
156 

Drescher, Seymour, 75 

Dresser, Amos, 103-4 

Du Bois, W. E. B., xvi, 75, 123, 136, 
150 

Dumond, Dwight Lowell, 1 


Econocide: British Slavery in the Era of 
Abolition (Drescher), 75 

Eden, Joshua, 59 

Edmundsen, Emily, 62 

Edmundsen family, 111 

education, demand for, 151 

Elkins, Stanley, 59 

Emancipation Proclamation, xv, xvi, 141, 
147-49, 156-59 

Emancipator (a newspaper), 3, 89 

Embree, Elihu, 3 

Emerson, Ralph Waldo, 69, 115, 118, 
136, 148, 171n24 

Engels, Frederick, 76 

England, 2, 67, 90, 109, 114 

Enterprise (a ship), 27 

Essay on Slavery and Abolitionism 
(Beecher), 68, 89 

Europe, 14, 15, 28, 32, 41, 55, 150 

Evans, George Henry, 168n29 


Fairbank, Calvin, 108-9, 114, 115, 
117n28 

Fall River, Mass., 45 

Fay, Richard, 49 

Fee, John G., 94 

Fessenden, William P., 160 

feudalism, 75 

Field, Phillis F., 152 

Fifteenth Amendment, 158, 160 

Filler, Louis, 45 

Fillmore, Millard, 11 


Finney, Charles G., 5 

Fitzhugh, George, 30 

Flack, Horace E., 159-60 

Fladeland, Betty, 75, 109 

Florida, 4, 6, 72, 111-12 } 

Follen, Charles, 94 

Foner, Eric, 46 

Forbes, George, 128, 134 

Forsyth, John, 98 

Forten, Charlotte, 83, 153 

Forten, Harriet, 83 

Forten, James, 35, 153 

Forten, James Jr., 86 

Forten, Marguerite, 83 

Forten, Sarah, 83 

Fort Sumter, S. C., 138, 143, 154, 160 

Foster, Abby Kelly, 43, 54, 81, 83, 85, 
87, 161 

Foster, Stephen S., 66, 79 

Fourteenth Amendment, 151, 157-60 

France, 5, 28, 43, 146 

Frances, Convers, 46, 114 

Franklin, Benjamin, 1 

Free Black people, xiv, 7, 8, 98, 99, 
109, 110, 113, 141, 156, 161 

Freedmen’s Bureau, 151, 156 

Freedom’s Journal (a newspaper), 65 

Freeman, Theophilus, 61 

Free Soil Party, xv, 56, 121 

Fremont, John C., 39, 94 

French Revolution, 74 

Fugitive Slave Act (1793), 6, 8, 71, 73 

Fugitive Slave Law (1850), 25, 71, 115, 
118, 122, 128, 146 

fugitive slaves, 7, 12, 43, 59-60, 69-74, 
107, 110-11, 112, 113, 115, 117, 118- 
20, 121, 128, 129, 147, 171n28; See 
also individual cases 

Fuller, John E., 53 

Fuller, Timothy, 13 














“gag rule” in Congress, 24, 25, 105 
Gaines, Archibald K., 121, 122 
Galliland, James, 2 

Garibaldi, Guiseppi, 137 | 
Garner, Margaret, 119, 121-22 i 














190 


Garner, Simon Jr., 121 

Garnet, Henry Highland, 15, 65-66, 123, 
127, 144, 149 

Garrett, Thomas, 112 

Garrison, George T., 153 

Garrison, Helen Benson, 42 

Garrison, William Lloyd, xi, xvi, 1, 2, 3, 
4, 10, 11, 15, 16, 21, 30, 32-35, 40, 
41-42, 43, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 67, 79, 
81, 85, 86, 91, 93, 98, 99-101, 112, 
119, 126, 127, 144, 148, 150, 154, 
155, 160-61 

Gay, Sidney Howard, 56 

General, a runaway slave, 60 

Genius of Universal Emancipation (a 
newspaper), 3, 81, 82, 99 

Genovese, Eugene D., 75 

Georgetown, S.C., 98 

Georgia, 4, 6, 9, 24, 60, 72, 96, 98, 99, 
104, 105, 118, 145 

Germany, 38 

Gibbons, Abby Hopper, 81 

Giddings, Joshua, 107 

Glanding, E. T., 112 

Gloucester, J. M., 123 

Gloucester, J. M., Mrs., 123, 133 

Glover, Joshua, 128 

Gohlen, Clarence, 4 

Goodell, William, 15, 21, 49, 57, 143, 
156 

Goodrich, William, 70 

Government by Judiciary (Berger), 158 

Grant, Ulysses S., 138, 154 

Great Britain, 5, 10, 14, 17, 20, 27, 42, 
60, 63, 67, 74, 75, 81, 146; See also 
England 

Greece, 5 

Green, Beriah, 57, 169n10 

Green, Duff, 166n10 

Green, Mary, 83, 84 

Green, Samuel, 117 

Green, Shields, 133, 134 

Grenada, 76 

Grew, Mary, 53 

Griffiths, Julia, 93 

Grimes, Leonard, 70, 113-14 


Abolitionism 


Grimké, Angelina, 53, 63-64, 68-69, 82, 
89-90, 93; See also Weld, Angelina 
Grimké 

Grimké, Sarah, 53, 63-64, 82, 84, 89, 
90-91, 93 

Gruber, Jacob, 96-97 

Gunn, Lewis, 44 


Hackett, Nelson, 72 

Haiti, 74, 75, 147 

Hamilton, Alexander, 1 

Hammett, Theodore M., 41 

Hammond, James H., 29, 30, 36-37, 109 

Hancock, John, 73 

Harper, William, 30 

Harpers Ferry, 124, 129, 130, 132, 133, 
134-45 

Harris, Elijah, 117 

Harris, Sarah, 101 

Harris, William, 101 

Harvard College, 94, 117, 158 

Haskell, Thomas, 75 

Hatfield, John, 70 

Haviland, Laura, 83 

Hawks, Martha, 46 

Hayden, Harriet, 108 

Hayden, Lewis, 70, 108, 176n27 

Hayes, Rutherford B., 122 

Hedrick, Benjamin, 94 

Heinzen, Karl, 39 

Herold des Westens (a newspaper), 39 

Heyrick, Elizabeth, 3, 81 

Hickman, William, 2 

Higginson, Thomas Wentworth, 45, 46, 
80, 118 

Hildreth, Richard, 55 

Hillsborough, Ga., 104 

Hillsborough, N.C., 99 

Hofstadter, Richard, 19 

Hogsmire, Jonas, 96 

Howe, Julia Ward, 136 

Howe, Samuel Gridley, 114 

Hugo, Victor, 116, 137 

Hunn, John, 112 

Hyde, Udney H., 118 


Ignashias, John, 95 

Ilinois, 2, 31, 47, 83, 102, 108, 149 

Immediate, Not Gradual Emanctpation 
(Heyrick), 3, 82 

Independent, The (a magazine), 56 

India, 28, 74 

Indiana, 2, 70, 109, 114, 115, 160 

“Indians”. See Native Americans 

insurrection, of slaves, 65, 75, 95, 98, 
107, 112, 116, 125, 127 

Iowa, 152 

Ireland, 14, 15, 16, 28, 91 

Isaac, a slave, 108-9 

Ithaca, N.Y., 102 


Jackson, Andrew, 11, 24, 47, 103 

Jackson, Francis, 52 

Jackson, Thomas J. (“Stonewall”), 139 

Jacksonian era, 5 

Jamaica, 76, 170-71n17 

Jay, John, 1 

Jay, William, 94 

Jedlicki, Jerzy, 137 

Jefferson City, Mo., 108 

Jefferson, Thomas, xvii, 1, 13, 28, 75, 
97, 107 

Johnson, Andrew, 156 

Johnson, Jane, 119-20 

Johnson, Miriam B., 46 

Jones, George, 71 

Jones, Jane E. Hitchcock, 82 

Julian, George W., 32, 33 


Kagi, John Henry, 130, 133 

Kane, John K., 120 

Kansas, 25, 30, 102, 128-29 

Kelly, Abby. See Foster, Abby Kelly 

Kentucky, 2, 4, 18, 38, 105, 108, 112, 
114-15, 117, 121, 122 

Key, Francis Scott, 104 

Key to Uncle Tom's Cabin (Stowe), 111 

Kimball, John S., 53 

King, Rufus, 9 

Kitchell, Aaron W., 104 

Knapp, Isaac, 53 

Kneeland, Abner, 173n5 


Index 191 


Know-Nothingism, 69 
Kosciuszko, Thaddeus, 137 


Labor and Abolitionism, xiv, xvi, 23, 35- 
49, 168n29 

land distribution, 15, 147, 151, 156 

Lane, Lansford, 109 

Lane Seminary, 2, 68, 94, 106 

Langston, Charles, 129-30 

Latin America, 13, 55 

Lawrence, Kansas, 129 

League of Gileadites, 126 

Leary, Lewis S., 130 

Leavitt, Joshua, 64 

Lecompton Constitution, 30 

Lee, Robert E., 124, 135, 138, 153, 154 

Lerner, Gerda, 78, 92 

Letters on the Equality of the Sexes (Sarah 
Grimké), 90 

Letters to Catharine E. Beecher (Angelina 
Grimké), 68 

Lewis, Thomas, 99 

Lexington, Ky., 108, 113 

Liberalist (a newspaper), 101 

Liberator, The (a newspaper), 10, 52, 
54-55, 66, 67, 71, 80, 82, 83, 85, 89, 
90, 99, 101, 169n5 

Liberia, 147 

Liberty Party, 56 

Limus, a fugitive slave, 59-60 

Lincoln, Abraham, xvii, 12-13, 103, 106, 
109, 141, 142, 143, 144, 145, 146, 
147, 152, 155 

Lind, Jenny, 62 

literacy, seeking, 117-18 

Loguen, J. W., 12, 70 

London, 18, 43, 91 

London Prison Discipline Society, 114 

Loring, Ellis, 52 

Louisiana, 4, 6, 38, 94, 156 

Louisiana Purchase, 6 

Louisville, Ky., 39 

Lovejoy, Elijah, 2, 47, 102, 106, 110, 
153, 168n33 

Lowell, James Russell, 62, 84, 94, 138 

Lowell, Mass., 44, 154 











192 


Lundy, Benjamin, 2, 3-4, 82, 98, 99- 
100, 111, 164n3 

lynching, 103, 106 

Lynn Female Society, 46 

Lynn, Mass., 45, 55, 83, 84 


McBride, Jesse, 117 

McDonnell, Alexander, 18 

McIntosh, Francis J., 102-3 

McPherson, James B., 55, 143, 151 

Madison, James, 2 

Magdol, Edward, 45-46 

Mahan, John B., 105 

Maillard, Anne, 136 

Maine, 8, 9, 24, 62-63, 109, 160 

Manchester, England, 16 

Mann, Horace, 111, 114 

Marines, U.S., 124, 135 

Marion College, 102 

maroons, 76, 116, 125 

marriage, 64, 78-80 

Marshall, James, 121 

Martin, David, 96 

Martin, James, 120 

Martinique, 73, 76 

Marx, Karl, xvi, 19, 39, 75 

Marxists, 38 

Maryland, 3, 9, 38, 72, 96, 97, 117, 134, 
154 

Massachusetts, 8, 9, 12, 27, 36, 44, 45, 
47, 56, 62, 63-64, 69, 72, 73, 92, 110, 
111-12, 120, 127, 152, 160 

Massachusetts Abolition Society, 86 

Massachusetts Anti-Slavery Society, 44, 
54, 69, 86 

Mathaus, Edward, 117 

May, Samuel J., 37, 42, 55, 99 

Methodists, 4, 96, 105 

Mexican War, xvii, 50, 115 

Mexico, 6, 130 

Michigan, 49, 83, 160 

Middlesex County Anti-Slavery Society, 
44 

Miller, Stephen D., 18 

Miner, Charles, 107 

Minnesota, 152 

Mississippi, 4, 6, 103, 156 


Abolitionism 


Missouri, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10-12, 39, 98, 102, 
108, 128, 132, 152 

Missouri Compromise, 8, 11, 26 

Mitchell, George, 100 

Mobile, Ala., 102 

mobs, anti-slavery, 24, 39, 47-49, 105 

Monroe, James, xvii 

Montesquieu, Baron, 68 

Montgomery, Ala., 145 

Moore, Isaiah, 120 

More, Hannah, 81 

Morris, Thomas, 2, 21 

Morris, Thomas D., 7 

Morton, Oliver P., 160 

Mott, James, 113 

Mott, Lucretia, 35, 88, 91, 112, 113, 
120, 160 

Mott, Lydia, 81 

Mowrer, Milo, 101 

Mumford, James Hall, 96 

Myers, John L., 56-57 

Myers, Stephen, 70 


Napoleon, Louis, 146 

Nashville, Tenn., 103 

National Anti-Slavery Standard (a 
newspaper), 34, 55, 82, 91 

National Anti-Slavery Tract Society, 3 

Naticnal Council of the Colored People, 
127 

National Eva (a newspaper), 55, 106 

National Leader (a newspaper), 44 

National Women’s Convention, 79, 87 

Native Americans (“Indians”), xiii, xiv, 
81, 99, 157 

Nelson, David, 102 

New Bedford, Mass., 69, 109, 127 

Newburyport, Mass., 45, 100 

New England, 38 

New England Anti-Slavery Society, 54, 
56 

New England Spectator (magazine), 90 

New Hampshire, 105 

New Haven, Conn., 62 

New Jersey, 3 

New Orleans, 39, 61, 99, 101, 102, 107, 
108, 114 


Index 


New York (City), 37, 42, 47, 48, 49, 53, 
55, 65, 70, 82, 104, 127, 130, 135, 
150, 155 

New York (State), 9, 32, 38, 49, 56, 57, 
63, 108, 113, 125, 138, 152 

New York Anti-Slavery Society, 54, 65 

New York Courier and Enquirer (a 
newspaper), 48 

New York Herald (a newspaper), 47, 48- 
49, 124 

New York Post (a newspaper), 137, 

155 

New York Sun (a newspaper), 71 

New York Times (a newspaper), 55 

New York Tribune (a newspaper), 49, 55, 
130, 135 

New York University, 9 

Nicaragua, 119 

Nixon, Sam, 70 

non-slaveholding whites, 116 

Norfolk, Va., 70, 109, 117 

Norristown, Pa., 70 

North Carolina, 1-2, 4, 62, 70, 71, 99, 
105, 117, 128 

North Elba, N.Y., 138 

North Star (a newspaper), 14, 66 

Northup, Solomon, 61, 71 

Northwest Ordinance, 5-6 

Norton, Charles Eliot, 136, 137 

Norwid, Cyprian, 137 

Nye, Russell B., 105, 169n5 


Oates, Stephen, 129, 132, 133 

Oberlin College, 54, 108, 129 

Oberlin, Ohio, 104 

Oberlin-Wellington Case, 129-30 

Observer (a newspaper), 106 

Ohio, 2, 3, 21, 49, 56, 83, 104, 105, 
106, 107, 108, 121, 122, 129, 130, 
152, 160 

Ohio Anti-Slavery Society, 54, 129 

Oneida Institute, 57, 169n10 

Oppie, Amelia, 81 

Osborn, Charles, 2 

Osofsky, Gilbert, 69 

Otis, Harrison Gray, 98 


193 


pacifism, 86 

Park, Mungo, 85 

Parker, Joel, 102 

Parker, Mary, 90 

Parker, Theodore, 94, 118, 136 

Patriot (a newspaper), 110 

Paul, Nathaniel, 67 

Pearl (a ship), 110-11 

Pease, Elizabeth, 17, 42, 56, 93 

Pease, Jane H., 99 

Pease, William H., 99 

Pennsylvania, 2, 11, 38, 70, 96, 107, 
118, 119, 133 

Pennsylvania Anti-Slavery Society, 54 

Pensacola, Fla., 111 

peonage, 156 

Perry, Lewis, xi 

Personal Liberty Laws, 7, 9, 13, 121 

petitions, anti-slavery, 21, 22, 23, 27, 
50, 52, 53, 64, 91-92, 93, 174n10 

Philadelphia, 37, 39, 47, 70, 73, 84, 113, 
153 

Philadelphia Female Anti-Slavery 
Society, 53, 86 

Philleo, Calvin, 102 

Philips, Ann, 127 

Phillips, Wendell, xi, xv, 16-17, 17-18, 
32-34, 35, 40, 46, 47, 54, 55, 66, 79- 
80, 81, 85, 87-88, 91, 106, 112, 118, 
119, 127, 136, 144, 150, 151, 160-61 

Phillips, William A., 131 

Pickens, F. W., 29 

Pierce, Franklin, 121 

Pillsbury, Parker, xv, 84, 160 

Pinkney, William, 9 

Pittsburgh, 70, 73, 81 

Planter (a ship), 154 

Poland, 5, 137 

political activity, question of, 86 

Political Economy of Slavery (Ruffin), 32 

Porter, Susan F., 93 

Portland, Me., 62 

Pottawatomie, Kansas, 128-29 

Potter, George, 62 

Potter, Rosella, 62 

Price, John, 129, 130 

prisons, conditions in, 114-15 














194 


Pro-Slavery Argument (Harper), 30 
Providence, R.I., 41, 54, 64, 110 
Puerto Rico, 76 

Pugh, Sarah, 120 

purchasing freedom, 62, 69 
Purvis, Harriet, 83 

Purvis, Robert, 35, 40, 66, 155 
Putnam, Mary, 84-85 


Quakers, 34, 56, 81, 101 
Quarles, Benjamin, 73, 138 
Quincy, Edmund, 14, 55, 65, 160 
Quincy, Illinois, 108 

Quincy, John 


Racism and Abolitionism, xiv, 63, 64-65, 
83, 125 

Raleigh, N.C., 109 

Randolph, Thomas Mann, 22 

Rankin, John, 2, 68 

Rapp, Wilhelm, 39 

Rawley, James A., 152 

Rayado, Joseph, 96 

Reconstruction era, 151, 161 

Record of an Obscure Man (Putnam), 84— 
85 

Religion and Abolitionism, xvi, 20 

Remond, Charles Lenox, 62-63, 64, 127, 
144 

Republican Party, xv, 56, 143, 144, 145 

Rhode Island, 41, 56, 96, 110 

Rhodes, Andrew, 95 

Rhodes, James Ford, xii, 144-45 

Richards, Leonard L., 47-48 

Richmond, Va., 39, 70, 71, 73,°99, 108, 
113, 117, 152 

Richmond Enquirer (a newspaper), 30, 
108 

Ricketson, Gilbert, 109 

Roane, Spencer, 9 

Robinson, C. W., 113 

Robinson, Marius R., 106 

Rochester, N.Y., 54, 66, 70, 87, 133 

Rochester Ladies’ Anti-Slavery Sewing 
Society, 93 

Rockenberg, George, 95 

Rome, N.Y., 45 


Abolitionism 


Rose, Ernestine, 79 
Ross, David, 70 
Ruchames, Louis, 56, 69 
Ruffin, Edmund, 32, 138 
Ruggles, David, 70, 71 
Ruggles, John, 24 
Russia, 5, 16 

Rye, George, 105 


Saffin, John, 18 

St. Louis, Mo., 39, 47, 102-3, 106 
Saint Lucia, 76 

sailors, Afro-American, 148, 151 
Salem, Mass., 83 

San Antonio Zeitung (a newspaper), 38 
Sarge, John, 96 

Saugus Female Society, 46 
Savannah, Ga., 60, 98 

Sayres, Edward, 110-11 
Schenectady, N.Y., 45 

Schnauffer, Carl H., 39 

schools, public, 64, 92 

Scotland, 109 

Scott, Anne F., 81 

Scudder, Rev., 64 

Seamen’s Acts, 25 

Secession movement, 117 
segregation, 160 

Seneca Falls Convention, 87, 91 
Seward, Frederick, 31 

Sewell, Richard H., xv 

Sewell, Samuel, 18 

Sewell, Samuel H., 53 

Seymour, Horatio, 49 

Shelby, Isaac, 18 

Simmons, ‘George F., 102 

Sims, Thomas, 118, 119 

sit-in, 84 

Slavery and Anti-Slavery (Goodell), 16 
slave-trade, 10, 50, 73, 74, 91, 100, 148 
Smalls, Robert, 154 

Smith, Edward, 99 

Smith, George, 2 

Smith, Gerrit, xv, 35, 117, 127 
Smith, Humphrey, 98 

Smith, James, 99 

Smith, Samuel A., 73, 113 


Index 


Smith, W. R., 40, 59 

Socialists (and Socialism), xvi, 19, 32, 
38-40 

Sociology for the South (Fitzhugh), 30 

soldiers, Afro-American, 148, 150-51, 
152-54 

South Carolina, 2, 18, 29, 38, 59, 98, 99, 
105, 109, 117, 127, 128, 133, 153 

Southwick, Joseph, 53 

Spain, 6 

Spartacus, 116 

Spooner, Lysander, 21, 128, 156 

Springfield, Il., 103 

Springfield, Mass., 45, 126 

Stanton, Edwin M., 154 

Stanton, Elizabeth Cady, 79-80, 91, 92, 
144 

Stanton, Henry B., 52, 67, 94 

Stearns, George, Mrs., 138 

Stephens, Alexander, 31-32, 145 

Stevens, Thaddeus, 118, 151, 160 

Stewart, James B., 40 

Still, Peter, 71 

Still, William, 70, 71, 73, 113, 119-20, 
123 

Stone, Lucy, 79, 80, 121 

Storrs, George, 105 

Stowe, Harriet Beecher, 14, 33, 55, 62, 
81, 82, 89, 111, 144, 150 

Stuart, Charles, 57 

Stuart, J. E. B., 135 

suffrage, for Afro-Americans, 152 

Sumner, Charles, xv, 69, 74, 111, 114, 
128, 151 

Supreme Court, U.S., 11, 30, 97, 106, 
128, 160 

Sutton, John, 2 

Syracuse, N.Y., 70 


Tait, Charles, 9 

Tallmadge, John, 9 

Taney, Roger B., 47, 97, 112, 128, 156 
Tappan, Arthur, 3, 5, 100 

Tappan, Lewis, 35, 68, 87, 100 
Tarrant, Carter, 2 

Taylor, John W., 9 

Ten Commandments, 124 


195 


Tennessee, 2, 3, 4, 103, 128 

Tennessee Manumission Society, 3 

Texas, 6, 38 

Thirteenth Amendment, 151, 155-56, 
157 

Thomas, William, 18 

Thome, James, 2 

Thompson, George, 108 

Thompson, George (of England), 154 

Thoreau, Henry David, 118, 136, 140 

Thornwell, James H., 38 

Tilton, Theodore, 56 

Todd, Frances, 100 

Torrey, Charles T., 109-10 

Tortola, 76 

trade-unions, 43-44 

Trinidad, 76 

Truth, Sojourner, 35, 83, 84 

Tubman, Harriet, 83, 123, 135, 155, 
180n23 

Turner, E. N., 112 

Turner, Nat, xvi, 38, 59, 126 

Tyler, John, 153 


Uncle Tom’s Cabin (Stowe), 14, 55, 117 

Underground Railroad, 62, 70, 83, 112, 
133, 171n28, n30 

Underwood, John W., 38 

Unitarians, 4, 45, 102 

Utica, N.Y., 45, 47 


Van Buren, Martin, 56 

Van Renselaer, Thomas, 64 

Vatican, 146 

Vermont, 43, 78, 79, 108 

Vesey, Denmark, 62, 95 

vigilance committee, 71 

Virginia, 2, 4, 9, 22, 38, 60, 68, 70, 96, 
99, 107, 113, 116, 126, 128, 131, 138, 
141, 146, 153 

Voegeli, V. J., 152 


Walker, David, xvi, 1, 82, 98 

Walker, Jonathan, 111-12 

Washington, D.C., 104, 106, 117 

Washington, George, 1, 107, 116, 119, 
133, 137 





196 Abolitionism 


Washington, Lewis, 133 

Washington, Madison, 107 

Washington Union (a newspaper), 31 

Watson, Henry, 123, 133 

Webb, James Watson, 48 

Webster, Daniel, 27, 36 

Webster, Delia A., 108-9 

Weed, Phebe Matthews, 68, 83 

Weld, Angelina Grimké, 47, 55; See also 
Angelina Grimké 

Weld, Theodore D., 5, 24, 32, 47, 52, 
53, 55, 57, 68, 83, 85, 102, 106, 156 

West Virginia, 3 

West, William, 168n29 

Wheedon, D. D., 94 

Wheeler, John H., 119-20 

Whipper, William, 70 

White, Addison, 118 

Whitman, Walt, 45, 59 

Whittier, John Greenleaf, 52 

Williams, Eric, 74 

Williamson, Passmore, 119-21 

Wilmington, N. C., 99 

Wilson, Benjamin, 60 

Wiltse, Charles M., 19 

Wisconsin, 152 

Wise, Henry A., 137, 138, 142, 153 


Women and abolitionism, 77-93 

Women and petitions, 46, 64 

Women slaves, fleeing of, 60 

Women’s Anti-Slavery Society (in 
England), 82 

Women’s Loyal National League, 92 

Women’s movement, xvi, 51, 54, 64, 68, 
74, 105, 158 

Wood, Joseph, 45 

Woolfolk, Austin, 100 

Worcester, Mass., 45, 87 

Work, Alanson, 108 

workers and slavery, 10 

Workingmen’s Association (of England), 
44 

World and Africa, The (Du Bois), 75 

World Anti-Slavery Convention, 91 

Wright, Elizur, 94 

Wright, Frances, 79, 173n4 

Wright, Henry C., 144 

Wright, Lucy, 83 

Wright, Silas, 48 

Wright, Theodore S., 65 


Yale University, 57, 94, 110 
Yanuck, Julius, 122 
York, Pa., 70 


peentes ‘and. ‘reexamines ‘the jeatlers) “the motivation; pd he 
SUCCESSES and failures of the Abolitionist. movement. His account of. 


> % 


in Twayne’s 5 : Social N (aes a 


ory 


by Myre ores Ferree and Beth B.1 


“Covet alustration of et Wie ie “cut of John Brown's raid on Harper's Petty v 


Pe 
ERAT 
rs PS 


2 





